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. PREFACE. 


Perhaps an obfcure ftudent of the biftory 
of religious controverfies may be fomewhere 
found, who will not think the information 
unoeceftary, that a book entitled “ The Dif- 
** ionance of the Four generally received Evan- 
“ gelifts, &c. by the Rev. E. Evanfon,” which 
fuggefted the principal fubje&s of difcuffion 
in the following Led;ures, was firlt publiftied 
in the year 1 792 ; that Dr. Prieftley, in the 
year 1793, replied to this work in “ Letters 
“ to a Young Manthat Mr. E. addrefled 
“ A Letter to Dr. Prieftley’s Young Man” in 
the following year, and in a Poftfcript anim¬ 
adverted on another opponent, the Rev. D. 
Simpfon ; that a fecond edition of “ The Dif- 
“ fonance” was publilhed in 1 805 ; that the 
do&rines and principles and arguments of 
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vi PREFACE. 

u The Diflonance” were Hill neglected by the 
eftablifhed Cleigy, with the exception of Mr. 
Simpfon, till fome of thefe were repeated (and 
they were merely repeated) in a Vifitation Ser¬ 
mon at Danbury in 1806, when this Sermon 
was examined in certain anonymous “ Stric- 
“ tures,” and alfo in a moft able Letter to the 
author, the Rev. F. Stone, A. M. by the Rev. 
E. Nares, Re&or of Biddenden; and laftly, that 
in 1807 a Canon of the New Teftament was 
publiihed, according to the iele&ion of Mr. 
Evanfon in his “ Diflonance.” It is fomewhat 
remarkable, that an attempt, like Mr. E’s, to 
annul the teftimony of the ancient Chriftians, 
as Chriftians, to the genuinenefs and authentic 
city of the Gofpels, did not excite more foli- 
citude and exertion. This work had engaged 
my attention foon after its firft publication, 
and at an early period of my life ; and when 
I refumed this occupation, I found that the 
remains of this controverfial eflay contained ar¬ 
guments which I had no occafion to ftrengthen, 
and were written in a ftyle which I could not 
fubfequently improve. I did not purfue the 
enquiry at that time, becaufe I daily expected 
that more experienced controverflalifts would 
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appear in the field with armour of proof a . 
Mr. E. might have confidered himfelf as for¬ 
tunate that he was not oppofed by the late 
Bilhop of Clonfert, (the pious, the learned, 
and the fuffering Chriftian,) who was of opi¬ 
nion, that this fophiftical book ihould be exa¬ 
mined and anfwered. Whilft I thus ftate to 
advantage the importance of the object of 
my own labours, the reader will fympathize 
in my regret, that what was thought worthy 
the powers of his mind was attempted by any 
other. 

It is neceflary to remark, that the Difcourfe 
on the Greek language was finilhed feveral 
months before the publication of a difquifi- 
tion on a part of the fame fubje& in the 
“ Herculanenfia.” ' 

a To guard againft mifreprefentation I with to ob- 
ferve, that my Difcourfes comprife a much fmaller ex¬ 
tent of enquiry than Dr. Prieftley’s Letter, which con¬ 
tains a large proportion of very admirable argument; 
and, if I Ihould not have my meaning diftorted by a ca¬ 
lumnious gang of local inquifitors and familiars, I would 
iay, that what I have done may be-confidered as fupple- 
- mentary to the orthodox.parts of Prieftley’s reply. 

a 4 


Digitized by v^ooQle 



PREFACE. 


viii 

The Truftees' of the late Canon Bampton’s 
benefaction reqrfire each Candidate for the 
appointment to the Lecture to preach before 
the Unirerfity within the year preceding the 
election. ' The Difeourfe ore November 5 , 
1808 , which is fubjoined, is this probationary 
academical exerciie. 

I am obliged to the lingular patience of 
more than one friend, who perufed, oftener 
than once, nearly all the difeourfes in manu- 
fcript; and if I have adopted only feme of 
their corrections, or inferted only fome of 
their fuggefted additions, (which, if collected 
together, would not occupy the fpace of more 
than three or four pages at the utmoft,) I 
admit that the work is thus rendered lets per¬ 
fect : but I wilhed as well to fultain alone the 
whole cenfure, as to lay an* undivided claim 
to the whole of the approbation of the pub¬ 
lic. With refpeCt to the Difcourfe on the 
fifth of November, as originally publilhed, I 
am refponfible for eveiy fentiment and ex- 
prefiion, and, with one exception, for every 
faCt. X have been fince reminded, thatArch- 
bilhop Tillotfon, in his fermon on the tame 
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PREFACE. ix 

occafion, had preferved the curious informa¬ 
tion refpeding Sir Everard Digby. 

The fubjeds feleded by the preachers of 
this Ledure, from the time of its inftitution, 
will (hew, that the want of merit in the pre- 
fent Ledures, or in any that may foon follow, 
is not to be afcribed to the preoccupation of 
all the beft topics by our predeceflors. 

I beg leave, in concluding, to explain the 
apparent negled of preceding writers. I have 
been fo ftudious, perhaps culpably ftudious, of 
originality, if not of novelty of reply, to many 
objed^ons, that I forbore to confult other au¬ 
thors ; and indeed, where I withed to have 
extrinfic aid, it was often more eafy to invent 
an argument for the occafion, than to procure 
the book, to examine a reference, or to pene¬ 
trate to the conclufion of a comment. 
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EXTRACT 


PROM 

THE LAST WILL AND TESTAMENT 

OF TBB LATE 

REV. JOHN BAMPTON, 

t'ANON OF SALISBURY. 


—-“ I give and bequeath my Lands and 

“ Eftates to the Chancellor, Matters, and Scholars 
“ of the Univerfity of Oxford for ever, to have and 
“ to hold all and lingular the faid Lands or Eftates 
“ upon truft, and to the intents and purpofes herein* 
“ after mentioned ; that is to fay, I will and appoint 
“ that the Vice-Chancellor of the Univerfity of Ox- 
*' ford for the time being lhall take and receive all 
“ the rents, ifiiies, and profits thereof, and (after all 
“ taxes, reparations, and necefiary deductions made) 
“ that he pay all the remainder to the endowment 
“ of eight Divinity LeCture Sermons, to be efta- 
“ blilhed for ever in the faid Univerfity, and to be 
“ performed in the manner following: 

“ I direCt and appoint, that, upon the firft Tuef- 
“ day in Eafter Term, a LeCturer be yearly chofen 
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[ xii ] 

“ by the Heads of Colleges only, and by no others, 
“ in the room adjoining to the Printing-Houfe, 
“ between the hours of ten in the morning and 
• “ two in the afternoon, to preach eight Divinity 
“Le&ure Sermons, the year following, at St. 
“ Mark’s in Oxford, between the commencement 
** of the'laft month in Lent Term, and the end of 
" the third week in A& Term. 

u Alfo‘1 direct and appoint, that the eight Di- 
“ vinity Lecture Sermons lhall be preached upon 
** either of the following Subjects—to confirm and 
“ eftablifh the Chrifiian Faith, and to confute all 
“ heretics and fchifmatics—upon the divine au- 
“ thority of the holy Scriptures—upon the autho- 
rity of the writings of the primitive Fathers, as 
** to the faith and praitice of the primitive Church 
“ —upon the Divinity of our Lord and Saviour 
4 ‘ Jefus Chrift—upon the Divinity of the Holy 
Ghoft—upon the Articles of the Chrifiian Faith, 
“ as comprehended in the Apoftles’ and Nicene 
Xl Creeds. 

** Alfo I diredf, that thirty copies of the eight 
“ Divinity Ledure Sermons fhall be always print- 
“ ed, within two months after they are preached, 
“ and one copy fhall be given to the Chancellor 
“ of the Univerfity, and one copy to the Head of 
** every College, and one copy to the Mayor of the 
“ city of Oxford, and one copy to be put into the 
“ Bodleian Library; and the expence of printing 
“ them fhall be paid out of the revenue of the 
w Land or Eftates given for eftablifhing the Divi- 
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" nity Le&ure Sermons; and the Preacher fhall 
“ not be paid, nor be entitled to the revenue, be* 
“ fore they are printed. 

“ Alfo I dired .and appoint, that no perfon lhall 
“ be qualified to preach the Divinity Le&ure Ser- 
** mons, unlefs he hath taken the Degree of Mafter 
of Arts at leaf!, in one of the two Univerfities 
“ of Oxford or Cambridge; and that the fame.per- 
“ fon fhall never preach the Divinity Ledure Ser- 
" mons , 
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NAMES OF LECTURERS, &c. 


1780. JAMES BANDINEL, D. D. of Jefus College; 

Public Orator of the Univerfity. The author 
firft eftabliflies “ the truth and authority of the 
“ Scriptures;—for the authenticity of the hif- 
“ tory being acknowledged, and the fafts which 
“ are therein recorded being granted, the tefti- 
€€ mony of miracles and prophecies , joined to the 
cc excellence of the detinues, is a clear and com- 
€i plete demonstration of our Saviour’s divine 
“ commiffion.” P. 3 7. 

1781. Timothy Neve, D. D. Chaplain of Merton College. 

66 The great point which the author has prin- 
“ cipally attempted to illuftrate is, that well 
“ known, but too much neglefted truth, that 
“ Jefus Chrift is the Saviour of the world, and 
“ the Redeemer of mankind.” 

178a. Robert Holmes, M. A. Fellow of New College. 

" On the prophecies and teftimony of John the 
“ Baptift, and the parallel prophecies of Jefus 
« Chrift” 

1783. John Cobb, D.D. Fellow of St. John’s College. 

The fubje&s difeuffed are; “ An inquiry after 
“ happinefs; natural religion; the Gofpel; re- 
u pentance; faith ; profefiional faith; practical 
“ faith; the Chriftian’s privileges.” 

1784. Jofeph White, B. D. Fellow of Wadham College; 

" A comparifon of Mahometifin and Chriftia- 
“ nity in their hiftory, their evidence, and their 
“ effeas.” 
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xvi NAMES OF LECTURERS. 

1785. Ralph Churton, M. A. Fellow of Brafe Nofe Col¬ 
lege ; “ On the prophecies refpe&ing the de- 
“ ftru&ion of JerufaJejn.” 

1^86. George Croft, tyl. A. late Fellow of Univerfity 
College; “ The ufe and abufe of reafen; ob- 
“ je&ions againft infpiration confidered; the au- 
“ thority of the ancient Fathers examined; on 
“ the conduit of the Heft Reformers; the charge 
“ of intolerance in the Church of England re- 
“ feted; objections againft the liturgy an- 
“ fwered; on the evils of ft^taration; conjec- 
“ tural remarks upon prophecies to be fulfilled 

. , “hereafter,” 

1787. William Hawkins, M. A. late Fellow of Pembroke 

College ; • On Seripture Myfteries.” • 

1788. Richard Shepherd, D. D. of Corpus Chrifti Col¬ 

lege; “The ground and credibility of the Chrif- 
“ tian Religion.*" 

*789. Edward Tathws, D. p. of Lincoln College i “The 
“ Chart snd Scale of .Truth.” 


1790. Henry Kett, M. A. Fellow of Trinity College. 

“The objeft” of thefe Leftures is “to re&ify 
“ the mifreprefentations of Mr. Gibbon and 
8 Dr. Prieftley with refpelt to the. hiftory of the 
“ primitive Church.” 

1791. Robert Morres, M. A. late Fellow of Brafe Nofe 

College; On “ faith in general; faith in. divine 
“ teftimony no fobjeft of queftjon; internal evi- 
“ deuce of the Gofpel \ efie&s of faith; reli- 
“ gious eftabliftunents; herefies.” 
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NAMES OF LECTURERS. xvii 

179a* John Eveleigh, D. D. Provoft of Oriel College. 
“ I fhall endeavour/* fays the learned author, 
c< firft to Hate regularly the fubftance of our 
€€ religion from its earlieft declarations in the 
“ Scriptures of both the Old and New Tefta- 
“ ment to its complete publication after the re- 
“ furre&ionof Chrift; fecondly, to give a fketch 
“ of the hiftory of our religion from its com- 
“ plete publication after the refurre&ion of 
w Chrift to the prefent times, confining however 
‘ “ this fketch, towards the conclufion, to the 
€S particular hiftory of our own Church; thirdly, 
“ to ftate in a fummary manner the arguments 
€C adducible in proof of the truth of our reli- 
“ gion; and fourthly, to point out the general 
“ fources of objection againft it.’* 

1793. James Williamfon, B. D. of Queen’s College! 

“ The truth, infpiration, authority and evidence 
of the Scriptures confidered and defended.” 

(794. Thomas Wintle, B. D. of Pembroke College; 

“ The expediency, prediftion, and accomplifh- 
“ ment of the Chriftian redemption illuftrated.” 

1795. Daniel Veyfie, B. D. Fellow of Oriel College; 

“ The dodtrine of Atonement illuftrated and de- 
“ fended.” 

1796. Robert Gray, M. A. late of St. Mary Hall 5 “ On 

“ the principles upon which the reformation of 
" the Church of England was eftablifhed.” 

Finch, LL. D. late Fellow of St. John’s 
College; “The objeftions of infidel hiftorians 
M and other writers againft Chriftianity confi- 
" dered.” 
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xviii NAKlES OF LECfUI&^i 

1798. Charles Henry Hall, B. D. late Student of Chrilt 

Church. “ It is the purpofe of thefe ctjfcourfes 
u to confider at large what is meant by the 
“ fcriptural expreffion, ‘ fulnefs of time ;* or, in 
€t other words, to point out the previous fteps 
tc by which God Almighty gradually prepared 
“ the way for the introduction and promulga- 
“ tion of the Gofpel.” See the Preface. 

1799. WiHiam Barrow, LL.D. of Queen’s College. Thefe 

LeCtures contain “ anfwers to fome popular 
“ objections againft the neceffity or the credi- 
“ bility of the Chriftian revelation.” 

\.i. t /1 f l l .i ■ 1 ! > *•'»• • • 1 

1800. George Richards, M. ,A,. ( late # Fellow of Oriel Col¬ 

lege; “ The divine origin of prophecy illuftrated 
“ and defended.” 

* \ •* *.•** • *■> t ; - 

1801. Geprge §tanley Faber,^M A A. fellow of Lincoln 

College; “ Horae Mofaicae; or, a view of the 
" Mpfaical .repord^.Avith^refped to their coiu^ 
“ evidence \vith, v pro|a^e^ antiquity, their internal 
“ credibility, and their connection with Chrif- 
“ tianity.” 

1802. George Frederic Nott, & D> Fellow of All Souls 

College; “ Religious Enthufiafm confidered.” 

1803^. John Farrer, M. A. of Queen’s Collegfe; “ On the 
“ million and character of Chrilt, and on the 
“ Beatitudes.” 

*: li.’j u. -V r » v < ;\j| .«>1T ijt : 

1804. Richard Laurence, LI^. D Vr of ^Umverfity College; 

“ attjerppt to illuftrate thofe Articles of the 
“ Church of England which the Calvinifts im- 
“ properly confider as Calviniltical.” 
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NAMES OF LECTURERS. xix 

1805. Edward Nares, M. A. late ‘Fellow of Merton Col- 

lege; u A view of the evidences of Chriftianity 
“ at the clofe of the pretended age of reafon.” 

1806. John Browne, M. A. late Fellow of Corpus Chrifti 

College. In thefe Lectures the following prin¬ 
ciple is varioufly applied in the vindication of 
religion; that u there has been an infancy of 
€€ the fpecies, analogous to that of the indivi- 
“ duals of whom it is compofed, and that the 
“ infancy of human nature required a different 
“ mode of treatment from that which was fuit- 
u able to its advanced date.” 

1807. Thomas Le Mefurier, M. A. late Fellow of New 

College; “ The nature and guilt of Schifm con- 
66 fidered with a particular reference to the prin- 
“ ciples of the Reformation.” 

1808. John Penrofe, M. A. of Corpus Chrifti College ; 

“ An attempt to prove the truth of Chriftianity 
“ from the wifdom difplayed in its original efta- 
“ blilhment, and from the hiftory of felfe and 
“ corrupted fyftems of religion.” 

1809. J. B. S. Carwithen, M. A. of St. Mary Hall; u A 

“ view of the Brahminical religion in its confir- 
“ mation of the truth of the facred hiftory, and 
c( in its influence on the moral chara&er.” 
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SERMON I. 


I Cor. ii. 5. 

That yQur faith Jhould not Jiand in the wifdom of 
men, hut in the power of God . 

Several eminent theological writers have 
fuggefted an hypothefis, that Providence fe- 
le&ed the firft teachers of Chriftianity from 
perfons, not merely defective in attainments, 
but alfo in mental capacity. Thefe writers 
do not indeed depreciate the ufe of human 
learning in the prefent time, but maintain, 
that neither learning nor human abilities were 
employed, as inftruments of converfion, at the 
commencement of the miniftry of the Apo- 
ftles. The very poffibility of the employment 
of liberal learning in this manner is excluded 
by the hypothefis, which fuppofes, that the 
firft teachers of Chriftianity were not only 
deftitute, but not even fufceptible of improve¬ 
ment by education ; that therefore they could 
not ufe, as means of propagating Chriftianity, 
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? 

the fecular wifdom, which they had not na¬ 
tural ability to acquire. They cannot indeed 
deny, that Paul and A polios poflefled both 
eloquence and learning; but they feem to be 
reftrained by a fuperftitious reluctance from 
admitting, that thefe acquired qualifications 
were applied to the inftruCtion of the primi¬ 
tive converts, left perhaps they fliould appear 
to admit the neceflity, or even ufeful concur¬ 
rence, of thefe aids, as fecondary caufes, in ad¬ 
vancing the progrefs of the Chriftian religion. 

They, who fuppofe that St. Paul fufpended 
the full eiercife of his natural abilities, and 
circumfcribed the difplay of his eloquence and 
learning, feem to imagine, that the ufe of fuch 
powers was injurious to the miraculous evi¬ 
dence of Chriftianity, as if thofe powers were 
not equally the gift of God, with any in- 
Ipired faculties whatfoever. They alfo ex¬ 
dude, by this reafoning, the adaptation of 
means, already exifting, to an end defigned to 
be promoted; and forget, that the Almighty 
does not aCt by the intervention of miraculous 
endowments, when thofe bellowed by Him 
in the natural courfe of his bounty are ade¬ 
quate to the purpofesuof his wifdom. Thefe 
purpofes were equally manifefted in the preach¬ 
ing and adions of the Apoftle to the Gentiles, 
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to whatever fource, whether to nature, or to 
inlpiration, the means, by which thele pur- 
pofes were accomplilhed, are to be referred* 
It teems to be the object of fuch reafoners to 
deduce the wifdom of the Almighty from a 

total difcrepancy and unhtnefs between the 

\ 

end, which was to be attained, and the means, 
which were to be employed. They would 
prove, that our Lord defignedly preferred the 
twelve, as men not only of uncultivated, but 
of weak underftandings. But if all thofe, 
who promulgated the Golpel to the world, 
were not perfons of this defcription, the argu* 
ment, which is derived from the infufficiency 
of the agent oppofed to the greatnefs of the 
effeCt, is defective and illufory. No other 
ltandard is propofed of the imperfection of the 
capacities of the firlt teachers of the Golpel, 
befides “ the erroneous views, which they 
“ formed of their Matter’s doCtrine, intentions, 
“ and kingdom, when he was with them 
“ upon earth.” How much foever they might 
mifunderltand thele fubjeCts, the mifconcep- 
tion of them was an error common to a great 
part of their nation, and could not fo much 
be conlidered as a tell of “ natural incapa* 
“ city,” as a meafure of their prejudices and 
padions, which fuperfeded the exercife of their 

s 2 


Digitized by v^ooQle 



4 


SERMON I. 


reafon. The fplendid exception of St. Paul 
mult fubvert all fpeculations, which are found¬ 
ed upon the hypothecs, that the Almighty 
provided incompetent phyfical means in order 
to diftinguilh his own agency, as if His wif- 
dom and power required the contraft of the 
wifdom and power of thofe, to whom He 
himfelf had not difpenfed the ordinary mea- 
fure of intellectual ability. In conformity with 
this unworthy theory we might have expect¬ 
ed to fee an illiterate Galilean miraculoufly 
enabled to reafon, without premeditation, and 
even inftantaneoufly, before the philofophic 
tribunal of Stoics and Epicureans, aflembled 
at the Areopagus. But inftead of fuch a fud- 
den communication of knowledge, or infpira¬ 
tion of qualifications for the particular occa- 
lion, an eloquent and learned Jew of Tarfus 
was feleCted to be the Apoftle of the eloquent 
and learned Gentiles. It is obferved by the 
philolbphical Greek a geographer of antiquity, 
that every kind of knowledge was cultivated 
with fo much ardour at Tarfus, that it fur- 
palled Athens and Alexandria, and every other 

* Strab. Geog. lib. xiv. p. 673. This paflage has been 
often referred to ; but if I had been fatisfied with the 
particulars ufually cited, I fhould not have found the moft 
curious part of the account. 
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feat of Icience that could be named, and 
that it differed from them all in this refpedt, 
that its learned men were all citizens, with a 
fmall intermixture of flrangers; fo that St. 
Paul might aver with propriety and truth, 
that he was ** a citizen of no mean city.” 
When the inhabitants of Lyftra applied to 
him the title of Mercury, “ becaufe he was 
“ the chief fpeaker,” are we to underfland 
that this appellation was defcriptive of his 
eloquence, or limply intended to diftinguilh 
his lpeaking from the comparative filence of 
his aflociate ? To the Jews he relates with jus¬ 
tifiable latisfa&ion the advantages of the Jew- 
ifh part of his education under Gamaliel, and 
ia his orations at Athens and Caefarea he does 
not hefitate to difplay the erudition of the 
fchools of Tarfus. 

This argument, drawn from the fuppoled 
defective capacities of the Apoftles, has been 
Hill further extended, in contradiction to faCts 
with an innocent and fanciful credulity, which 
may extenuate the imprudence of the author, 
but expoles Chrillianity to new objections. 
It has been laid b , that if we compare “ the 
“ excellence and Sublimity of the doCtrine and 

b See Maclaine’s Anfwer to Soame Jenyns. 

B 3 
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SERMON I, 


* r precepts of the Gofpel with the rank and 
“ capacities of its teachers, we then are 
* f brought into the fphere of miracles.” But 
the rank and capacity of St. Paul were much 
too great to prefen t fuch a contrail. Excel¬ 
lence characterizes all the writings of this 
Apollle, and fublimity is not the cafual orna¬ 
ment of a few paflages only ; but in the pro¬ 
portion that his natural abilities exceeded 
thofe of the Galilean teachers, in the fame 
degree do they ftiew the infufficiency of this 
ftandard of revelation. It would follow from 
this reafoning, that the more we degrade the 
intellectual abilities of the firft teachers of the 
Gofpel, the further we recede from the pro¬ 
bability of forgery and impofture; and that, 
upon the intimation of’fuch fufpicions from 
an adverfary, we may confidently direCt him 
to compare the excellence and fublimity of 
the precepts and doCtrines of the Gofpel with 
the capacities of its original teachers. But 
great as we may be willing to fuppofe this 
difparity to have been, what do we really 
know of the abilities of the firft teachers of 
Chriftianity ? They purfued indeed humble 
occupations ; they were vilified in the popular 
adage, that “ no good thing could come out 
“ pf Galileeand of two of the chief apo- 
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flies, Peter and John, it is faid, that they were 
" unlearned and ignorant.” If the paflages 
in the epiftle to the Corinthians relate to the 
preachers of Chriflianity, we muft further 
delcribe them as “ things bafe,” “ weak,” 
“ foolith,” and “ defpifed.” But according to 
this interpretation St. Paul would include 
himfelf among thofe, who were not merely 
in the eftimation of men weak and foolith, 
bat abfolutely fuch in refpedt to natural ca¬ 
pacity. We might with equal propriety af¬ 
firm, that among the firft converts were the 
poor only, and the illiterate, when the Apo- 
ftle declares, that “ the wife after the flefh,” 
“ the noble,” and “ the mighty,” who were 
called, were “ not many,” as aflert, that the 
Apoftles were not ignorant only, but inca¬ 
pable of intellectual improvement. It feems 
not to have been attended to, that the want of 
that worldly intereft and confequence, which 
is derived from wealth or power, were more 
likely to deprefs them lower in the opinion of 
mankind, arid to expofe them to greater negledt 
and contempt, than mere mental inferiority. 

We may examine this argument in another 
light. Whatever may have been the other 
fubjeCts on which Infpiration may have ope¬ 
rated, we cannot conceive, that the weak in 

b 4 


Digitized by v^ooQle 



8 


SERMON I. 


undemanding have in any cafe been purpofely 
feledled to fliew its nature and effects. In the 
inftance of a written fyfiem. of inftrudtion 
mental deficiency in the author would be no 
fecurity againfi: impofture, but would certainly 
perplex and involve the fubjedt in additional 
intricacies. It would tend to prove, that a wri¬ 
ter of more ability might be able to make the 
diftindtion between infpiration and ordinary 
human endowments lefs perceptible. If this 
confequence is not to be admitted, why are we 
to appreciate the excellence and fublimity of 
the doctrines and precepts of the Gofpel by an 
oppolition of the incapacity of its teachers ? 
If, on the other hand, no comparifon can be 
made, and none certainly can be made, be¬ 
tween the extent of the wifdom of man and 
the fuggeftions of infpiration, it will not de¬ 
pend upon the degree of his intellect, be it 
more or be it lefs, whether we are or are not 
brought “ into the lphere of miracles.” 

But in the ftatement of the fa<ft, that the 
firft teachers were either Galileans, or perfons 
of defective abilities, an exception occurs, 
which has been neglected in the zeal to aug¬ 
ment the neceflity of miraculous interpofition. 
A portion of the world was inftru<fted neither 
by Galileans, nor by perfons of “ natural in- 
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“ capacity,” even if we exclude the labours of 
the learned Apoftle of Tarfus. They were 
inllru&ed through the medium of written do¬ 
cuments, compofed by men, whole under- 
flan dings cannot be reduced to the ftandard 
of the hypothefis, and the place of whole 
birth we cannot correctly affign to the region 
of Galilee. The neceflity of infpiration can¬ 
not vary with the inequalities of human capa¬ 
city, and inlpiration itfelf can be referred to 
human capacity only as being fomething, 
whole dictates could not originate from the 
powers of man, but which thofe powers are 
adapted to communicate. 

We may now adjuft the llatement of the 
argument in this manner, according to the 
hypothecs and according to the fad;. One 
portion of the world was converted by Jews, 
who are fuppofed to have been men of na- 
" tural incapacityanother portion was con¬ 
verted by a Jew, who poflefled an intellect of 
no ordinary meafure, improved by the inllruc- 
tion of learned preceptors, and the learned 
intercourfe of his native city. But whatever 
fuperiority the fublimity and excellence of 
dodrines or precepts may have, as vili- 
ble effeds of infpiration, when controlled 
with the incapacity of the teachers, who de- 
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livered them, this criterion is not applicable 
to the example of St. Paul, nor can we equal¬ 
ize this difference of ability by the evafive 
affumption, that in the fervice of Chriftianity 
he alfo might become, like others, a mere 
paffive channel of infpiration. 

We are not at libeirty, I conceive, to illus¬ 
trate the words of the text by any conjectural 
explanation relpe&ing the conduct of St. Paul, 
whether he might apply the whole of the pow¬ 
ers which he poffeffed, or whether he retrain¬ 
ed his eloquence and fuppreffed his erudition, 
in his perfonal teaching. We know that when 
he affirms that “ his Speech and his preaching 
“ were not with enticing words of man’s wif- 
“ dom,” he could not allude to eloquence; 
for in this epiftle he has given the firft, per¬ 
haps, and moll perfeCt Ipecimen of its applica¬ 
tion to fubjeCts arifing out of the Chriftian 
difpenfation. He could not mean to dilparage 
tbe ufe of argument by his apoftrophe, “ where 
“is the dilputer of this world?” when he 
Ihews himlelf, whenever it is required, to be 
a great mailer of the art of reafoning. Men 
did not know God by means of the wifdom 
of this world; and St. Paul does not ignorantly 
cenfure the philofophy of his own, or any other 
age, in theie expreffions, but decides upon its 
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nature and incompetency from a learned ac¬ 
quaintance with its tenets. The doftrine of 
Chrift crucified, which he oppofed to this wif- 
dom, was fufficient to counterbalance any ca- 
fiial effects of the eloquence with which he 
might have fpoken of its benefits to mankind; 
for it was fiill regarded as foolhhnefs by the 
Greeks, the authors and cultivators of this wif- 
dom, the difciples of the Lyceum and the Aca¬ 
demy, of Zeno and of Epicurus. He defcribes 
his preaching among the Corinthians in his re- 
folution not “ to know any thing among them, 
“ lave Jelus Chrift, and him crucifiedinti¬ 
mating however that he could have accom¬ 
modated his manner and teaching to hearers, 
who might have expe6ted him to adapt his 
reafonings to rules of captious deputation, and 
to conform his llyle to examples of delufive 
oratory. 

It appears then, that the natural abilities 
of the firlt teachers of Chriftianity, whatever 
they might have been originally, were not 
changed by the influence of inlpiration; lb- 
that, on one hand, the lowed; meafure of un- 
derfianding was not defigned to prefent a con¬ 
trail: to infpiration; nor, on the other, was the 
greateft neceflary to aflifl: or to dilplay its na¬ 
ture or its powers. The preaching of an elo- 
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quent and learned Apoftle to the eloquent and 
learned Gentiles could not furprize or delude 
-them into the reception of Chriftianity, for 
eloquence and learning were not novelties to a 
Grecian auditory, and therefore thefe qualifi¬ 
cations would have availed but little, if thefe 
hearers had not difcerned, in the fubjedt of 
his preaching, fomething, which their own 
enquiries enabled them to decide was' not the 
invention of an accomplifhed teacher, nor 
owed its exigence to “ the wifdotn of man.” 

If we examine the four Gofpels, we lhall 
not perhaps find in them either the powers 
of St. Paul, or the unlettered ignorance of Ga¬ 
lileans. We may obferve, that although they 
all proceeded from “ the lame fpirit of truth,” 
yet thefe narratives of nearly the fame fa6ts 
have not been reduced by the controul of 
infpiration to an uniformity of flyle and man¬ 
ner, fo as to exclude the appearance of pecu¬ 
liarities of the writers, arifing from difference 
* of difpofition, of habits, of education, in lhort, 
of natural abilities. 

In the depreciation of the capacities of the 
firft teachers of the Qofpel, thefe teachers are 
apparently confounded with the Evangelifis; 
and what is alledged refpedting one is applied 
without difcrimination to the other. But is 
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there any reafon to think that mankind were 
not then inltnufted, as they have been fince, 
by perions of various abilities and acquire* 
ments, as infpiration neither communicated 
human learning, where it had not been pre- 
vioufly attained, nor did it obliterate what had 
been formerly ftored in the memory. It nei¬ 
ther annihilated that improvement of the fa* 
culties, which refults from their exercife and 
application, nor reduced the mind to its ori* 
ginal rudenefs. The gift of tongues is not 
an exception, as I conceive, to this remark. 
The knowledge of languages is not itfelf learn¬ 
ing, but the means of communication; not 
the thing to be communicated, which may, or 
may not, be learning. 

If indeed it fhould be imagined, that after 
a lapfe of time it might be neceflary that the 
Go (pel thould be preached by perfons of fu- 
perior qualifications, this reafoning cannot be 
reconciled to the known inequality of abilities 
among the contemporary teachers. It is not 
perhaps eafy to explain, how the necefiity of 
employing the eloquent and the learned, in dif- 
fufing the Gofpel, fhould arife from the change 
of circumftances in the lapfe of time. The A- 
poftles in general were commanded to preach 
the Golpel “every where,” “to every creature/’ 
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** to all nations,” without any other rettriCtioft, 
than that they lhould commence their labours 
at Jerufalem. Some of the epiftles of St. Paul 
are thought to have preceded the publication 
of the Gofpels; the time, therefore, when 
learning was to be more properly applied to 
the inftru&ion of mankind, coincides with the 
period, when the lefs educated Apoftles were 
engaged in preaching the fame Gotpel in other 
parts of the world. But the portion of time, 
which had elapfed fince the promulgation of 
Chrillianity, had made no alteration in the ftate 
of the world, as to the progrefs of literature. 
The nations of Greece and Alia were not ex- 
tending their knowledge, nor advancing in 
civilization by the introduction of new arts. 
About the period of the birth of our Saviour 
literature and the arts had nearly reached, at 
Rome particularly, that perfection of which, un¬ 
der the circumftances of the empire, they were 
fufceptible. The nations above mentioned had 
neither, receded nor advanced in thofe refpeCts, 
which might feem to require more than ordi¬ 
nary attainments and abilities in the primitive 
teachers of Chrillianity. Betides, the converts 
in thefe countries were numerous long before 
the conclution of the firft century. The in¬ 
terval of time therefore, which the argument 
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comprifes, is much too narrow, and the change 
of circumftances too fmall, to enable us to de¬ 
termine the neceffity or propriety of employ¬ 
ing the learned and eloquent in the apoltolical 
midions. 

By feparating feoular wifdom from infpira- 
tion we fhould diftinguifh, and perhaps not ad- 
vantageoufly, the teachers of the evangelical 
from the great teacher of the Jewifh difpenfa- 
tion. What could create the incompatibility of 
one with the other under the Gofpel? Nothing 
can be difcovered in the nature of infpiration, 
or of human knowledge, which will explain it. 
All the various wifdom of the Egyptians did 
not interfere, as far as we can difcern, with the 
infpiration of Mofes, nor could the erudition 
of Daniel, nor the natural abilities of the other 
prophets, be fuppofed to obfcure or to aug¬ 
ment the fplendour of their divine illumina¬ 
tion. They preferred indeed, as the Evan- 
gelifts preferve, a difference of ftyle and man¬ 
ner, which appear to be their own. The 
learning and acquired knowledge of Solomon 
were confpicuous, as well as the wifdom, 
which he received from God. But as all 
knowledge is the gift of God, the wifdom of 
the Almighty was as much manifefted in the 
choice of perfons, on whom this gift had been 
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previoufly bellowed, as it would have been by 
a fubfequent infpiration of fuch a proportion 
of human knowledge, as was neceffary to 
enable the Apoflles to perform the duties of 
teachers of the Golpel. 

The expreffions of St. Paul, “ the wifdom 
“ of men,” have been paradoxically inter-» 
preted, and arbitrarily applied by a writer, the 
principles of whofe work, “ The Diflbnance 
“ of the four generally received EvangeliRs, 
“ &c.” it is my intention to attempt to analyze 
in the ufual feries of thefe Lectures. He has 
explained the phrafe, as denoting not merely 
the early evidence of the Chriliian Fathers in 
ettablilhing the authenticity of the books of 
the New Tefiament, but alfo the human learn¬ 
ing by which that evidence has been collected 
and examined. He condemns upon this au¬ 
thority “ the pious fraud*” as he terms it, “ of 
“ the Fathers of the Church,” and the Itudiea 
of modern critics. “ c Obferving,” he fays, 
** from St. Paul’s mode of preaching the Gof- 
“ pel to the Corinthians, that the faith of a wife 
“ and rational Chriliian ought to Rand not in 
“ the wifdom of men, but in the power of 
“ God,” he rejects all the teRimony, and aU 

c Evanfon’s Letter to Dr. Prieftley’s Young Man* p. 
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the enquiries of writers “ from Serapion to Mi- 
“ ebaelis.” The words of St. Paul, in which 
he defcribes his own manner of preaching the 
G$pel, are then referred, not, as the Analogy 
required, to. the character of the prefent narra¬ 
tives of the Evangelifts, but to the teftimony 
on which, thefe narratives have been fince 
received, as authentic. But it is evident that 
tbefe*nv<jrds were written at a time ante¬ 
cedent' tb theekiftence of any fuch evidence, 
for this fpecies of evidence necelfarily pre- 
fuppgfe? a ^written document. Can it be ima¬ 
gined that-St. Paul intended prophetically to 
adntoqifh, .Chriftians of every age not to attend 
tifcthe external teftimony of the Gofpels, which 
the writers were then compofing, when he 
muft at the fame time impeach the teftimony 
of* the Corinthians themfelves and all others, 
who were able to atteft, from perfonal know¬ 
ledge, the authenticity of this Epiftle ? 

It is alfd 3 affirmed, “ that all the external 
“ d evidence, which the cafe admits, is fo 
“ fcanty and defective, that it is not poflible 
“ to prove the authenticity of any of the evan- 
“gelical hiftories upon that ground only;” 

A Evanfon’s Letter to Dr. Prieftley’s Young Man, Pref. 
p.i. 
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arid it is expe&ed, “ that the feveral obje&ion- 
able paffages fhould be clearly reconciled, as 
* f the Scriptures really exift, without recur- 
u ring to any human authority, or to conjee 
“ tures unwarranted by the Golpels them- 
“ lelves.” That the external teftimony is 
t( fcanty and defective” is an aflertion which 
is incorrect, in whatever way we explain it. 
It is incorrect, whether we underftand that it 
implies, that the cafe did not from its nature 
admit fufficient evidence, or, that what was 
known to many, has been attefted by few. 
We have not indeed all the original evidence; 
for much, that was written, has peirilhed. At 
prelent I lhall only obferve, that the Gofppl 
was taught orally during a period of eight years/ 
During this interval the number of witnefles 
of this teaching mull: have been increafing.by 
the acceffion of new converts, and their fami¬ 
lies. The Golpels therefore were committed 
to writing, when their contents could be 
verified, not by determining the identity of 
autographs, but by comparing the preaching, 
to which the Chrillians had been habituated, 
with the written narrative. At this time alfo 
there mull have been alive many believers at 
Jerulalem, contemporary, with our Saviour, 
who mull have remembered not only the latter 
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events of his hiftory, but his teaching in their 
fynagogues, and in the Temple. This cir- 
cumftance eflentially diftinguifhes the authen¬ 
tication of the evangelical, from the authenti¬ 
cation of every other hiftory. The teftimony 
of the firft converts would prove, what their 
contemporaries would be fo much interefted 
in knowing* that fuch a Gofpel was the fame 
with that* by the preaching of which they had 
been converted to Chriftianity, or according to 
which the firft Chriftians had been educated, 
before it was committed to writing. How 
much more fatisfa&oiy would this be than a 
mere aflilrance, that fuch a writing was cer¬ 
tainly an apoftolical autograph ! We may in- 
fift likewife upon the' facility with which the 
written narrative could be thus verified, even 
by fuch converts as the adverfaries of Chris¬ 
tianity term mean and ignorant perfons. The 
original evidence then was fimpje and copious; 
and .that which we now have cannot be de¬ 
nominated fcanty, when, even in the fhort 
letter of e Polycarp, he either cites or refers to 
more than one half of the books, which con- 
ftitute the prefent volume of the New Tefta- 
ment. Our next enquiry is, whether it is de- 

c Powell Difc. p. 70. 
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feCtive ? And this involves a queftion, how far 
the citation by contemporary writers of paf- 
fages from various parts of a book, is evidence 
of the genuinenefs and authenticity of the 
whole ? It might indeed be fuppofed, how¬ 
ever raflily, that the citations themfelves were 
the only genuine parts of the work; but this 
could be faid of the Gofpels with lefs detri¬ 
ment to their credibility, than of any other 
writings whatever. They have a fource of ere-* 
dibility peculiar to themfelves, arifing from 
their form of compofition. The identification 
of the doctrines with the faCts of the Gof¬ 
pels, by augmenting the intimacy of the con¬ 
nection of one with the other, has rendered 
a forgery of detached parts more difficult than 
it would have been, if the Gofpels had con¬ 
futed merely of a fyftem of moral precepts, 
fevered from the narrative, and had not re¬ 
ferred to the general character of the divine 
perfon, who delivered them. For the fame 
reafon they, who would attempt to mutilate 
the Gofpels on the pretext of the want of au¬ 
thenticity, would find it difficult to conceal 
the chafm which would be produced by the 
abflraCtion of even no very confiderable portion 
of the narrative. The external evidence there¬ 
fore muft be rejected, if at all, for reafons. 
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which are better fupported than any, that are 
drawn from its fcantinefs, or defeats. We may 
indeed rather fufpeCt that “ wifdom of man,” 
by which, after a lapfe of fo many centuries, it 
has now been difcovered, that the evidence, 
on which the authenticity of the Gofpels has 
been received, is defective in kind, and in- 
fufficient in degree, and therefore cannot pro¬ 
duce rational conviction; and that there is 
other evidence, better adapted to the under- 
ftanding of mankind, and which we are di¬ 
rected in Scripture to apply, not only as a tell 
of authenticity, but alfo as a criterion of Re¬ 
velation itfelf. 

It is alledged, that another method is in¬ 
dicated for attaining certainty on thefe fub- 
jeCts; ** the power of God,” by which the au¬ 
thor of “ The DifTonance” understands “ the 
" teftimony of prophecy.” But no example 
b, or perhaps can be, adduced, of the ufe of this 
expreffion in this manner from the writings of 
St. Paul, or from any other part of Scripture. 
It was obferved before, that the mere phrafe, 
“ the wifdom of man,” conftituted the foie 
fcriptural authority refpeCting the incompe¬ 
tency of external evidence in general; and here, 
“ the power of God” is fuppofed, by the fame 
arbitrary expofition, to denote not only fome 

c 3 
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fuperior teftimony, but particularly that of 
prophecy. “ The Diflonance” however is a 
work, which fully illuftrates the pofition, that 
perverfion of intellect is marked by requiring 
more proof thart particular fubje&s will admit; 
as natural incapacity or great ignorance are 
indicated, by being fatisfied with inefficient 
or with inapplicable teftimony. 

The reduction of the Canon of the New 
Teftament to its juft extent by the direftion 
of Scripture and the light of prophecy, mull 
derive its claim to attention, after the expi¬ 
ration of eighteen centuries, folely from our 
reverence for the alledged fanction of the at¬ 
tempt. The invalidation of the authenticity 
of the books of which the canon at prefent 
confifts, has been undertaken in order to re¬ 
move paflages, the interpretation of which 
does not favour the Socinian fyftem ; and it is 
perhaps more eafy to alledge defeats in the 
external evidence, and to intimate fufpicions of 
extenfive forgery, than to pervert the meaning 
of fo large a portion, which thofe paflages form 
of the individual books, and to withftand 
an explication of them founded on that gene¬ 
ral analogy, which fubfifts in the different 
parts of the unmutilated record. 

It will be my objedt in this inveftigation to 
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refer a large njafs of minute and independent 
objections to fome general topics of difcufllon, 
and trace them to their principles. I propofe 
therefore to examine the paflages of Scripture 
relative to the application of prophecy, as a 
ftandard of the authenticity of the facred writ¬ 
ings ; to determine the fufficiency of the ex¬ 
ternal evidence, when compared with pro¬ 
phecy, for the authority of thefe works; to en¬ 
quire whether the publication of ipurious and 
fictitious books had, at the time, any in¬ 
fluence in perplexing the queftion refpeCting 
the genuinenefs of the Scriptures ; to afcer- 
tain the grounds on which we receive the two 
firft chapters of St. Matthew’s Gofpel; to in- 
veftigate in what manner, if in any, the efta- 
blifhment of Chriftianity in the time of Con- 
ftantine, as the religion of the Rate, tended to 
facilitate the corruption of the written Gof- 
pels; and to reconcile the fuppofed anachro- 
nifms in the language of the Gofpels by an 
hiftorical fketch of the diffulion of the Greek 
tongue among various parts of the world. 
Thefe fubjeCts are not altogether new; but it 
is not my intention to arrange, or abbreviate, 
or repeat the arguments and enquiries, of pre¬ 
ceding writers. It is fcarcely neceflary to 
remark, that a complete examination of “ The 
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“ Diflbnance” cannot be comprifed in thefe 
Lectures from the minutenefs of fomeparts, 
and the extent of others. Thefe therefore 
may perhaps be referved for another place. 

The peculiarity, which difiinguilhes the 
mode, adopted in that work, from every other 
mode of determining the Canon of the New 
Teftament, is the abfolute rejedtion of one 
branch of evidence, to which much import¬ 
ance has been always juftly attributed, the ex¬ 
ternal or hiflorical teftimony. All fadts feem 
to admit the fame fpecies of proof; but the 
author of “ The Diflbnance” affirms, that 
“ fadts of different natures, to render them cre- 
“ dible, require very different kinds of tefti- 
“ mony.” It may not be unneceffary to con- 
fider the application of this principle to two 
hiflorical fadts, the truth of which depends on 
this variety of evidence. Thefe fadts are, 
“ the invafion of Greece by Xerxes,” and 
“ the deliverance of the Ifraelites from Egypt.” 
The reafon afligned for admitting the former 
f fadt to be true is, that the Greek “ Hifiorians, 
“ who have recorded it, could have no fup- 
“ pofeable motive to falfify as to the main fadt 
“ itfelf.” It mud indeed be allowed, that 

f Evanfon’s Letter to Dr. Prieftley’s Young Man, p. 6. 
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where the evidence is contemporary with the 
events, and particularly, where it is the evi¬ 
dence of perfons, who have had fome £hare in 
producing them, it may happen, that their ac¬ 
counts, according to the nature of the events, 
may be exaggerated through vanity, or mif- 
ceprefented through afpirit of animolity to a 
contrary party. This is a defeat to which per¬ 
ianal evidence may, in general, be .liable; but, 
on the other hand, the truth of great events is 
fecured by their publicity being in proportion 
to the magnitude of their obje&s, to the num¬ 
ber of agents, and the time occupied in their 
preparation and accomplilhment. This pub¬ 
licity is not fuppofed to prevent partiality alto¬ 
gether from operating upon the mind of the 
hiflorian, but it expofes him to detection by a 
companion of other narratives, originating in 
the importance of the events and the facility 
of obtaining information. If we regard the 
Evangelifts merely as contemporary witnefies, 
we cannot difcover any occafion on which 
they could glory in their Matter, that would 
not be counterbalanced by the circumllance 
of his death. Chrift crucified was “ a ftum- 
“ bling-block” to their countrymen, and 
“ foolilhnefs” to the philolbphic llranger, not- 
withftanding the dignity of our Lord’s defcent. 
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and the perfection of his moral character. It 
is difficult to difcover what worldly intereft 
could be promoted by thole doCtrines, which 
it is the objeCt of “ The Diflonance” to prove 
to be fpurious interpolations. Indeed it would 
be difficult to £hew, that Chriftianity was not 
in every form unfavourable to the temporal 
welfare of its difciples, till the reign of Con- 
ftantine, a period much too diltant for the 
fuppofed impoftors to derive or to exped 
any advantage from their corruptions of the 
Gofpels. 4 

That the truth or falfehood of the invalion 
of Greece by Xerxes is of no confequence to 
individuals of thefe times, is a polition which 
cannot be admitted. It* may not be of im¬ 
portance to us; that is, our political or any 
other condition are not affeded by the former 
exigence of fuch a place as Troy, or by fuch 
an event as the Trojan war; but it is of much 
importance to the general credibility of hiftory 
that thefe fads Ihould be received as true. It 
may have the femblance of paradox to aflert, 
that the truth of the fads recorded in the 
New Teftament has any dependence upon the 
truth of fuch fads as the war of Troy, or the 
invalion of Greece. But hiftory has been 
always believed on the fame kind of evidence. 
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Even fable itfelf has not been always intro¬ 
duced to falfify hiftory, but fometimes to be 
its form of communication, and on other oc- 
cafions to complete its imperfect chronicles. 
When therefore we endeavour, on fpeculative 
grounds, to invalidate the veracity of *perfbns, 
who had the bell opportunity of knowing the 
fads which they commemorate, what will 
prevent the application of the fame doubts to 
the evidence of the credibility of the New 
Tefiament ? The alliftance of the Holy Spirit 
confifled in calling all things to the remem¬ 
brance of our Lord’s difciples; not in fuper- 
feding the former employment of their facul¬ 
ties, but in renewing the imprefiions formerly 
made, and in diftinguifhing their teftimony, not 
by its kind, but by its fuperior fulnefs and ac¬ 
curacy. When our Saviour laid, “ The Holy 
“ Ghoft, whom the Father will fend in my 
“ name, he fhall teach you all things, and 
“ bring all things to your remembrance what- 
“ foever I have faid unto you;” he did not 
however aflign this as the only caufe of the 
force of their teliimony, but combined it with 
another, “ Ye alfo fhall bear witnefs of me, 
“ becaufe ye have been with me from the 
“ beginning.” 

The miraculous fads recorded of the Exo- 
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cUjs of the Ifraelites are received by the Author 
of “ The Diffonance” merely on account of 
“ the teftimony s which the fpirit of prophecy 
“ bears to the general truth of the Pentateuch, 
“ and the divine authority of the JewiCh re- 
“ ligion/’ This is the different kind of tefti- 
many, by which the truth of the miraculous 
fads of the ancient facred hiftoiy is faid to be 
confirmed, in oppofition to the evidence of the 
fads of the Heathen annals. But where this 
teftimony of the lpirit of prophecy is to be 
found, in what words it is communicated, and 
in what manner it is applied, are queftions. 
Which I propofe foon to difcufs. 

At prelent I lhall vindicate the minutenels, 
with which I lhall be found frequently to have 
purlued the reply to various objedions, that 
may feem to derive their importance folely 
from fuch an examination. For I apprehend, 
that a falfe dignity is not rarely afiumed in con- 
troverlial difcuffions, and is fuliained by a con¬ 
temptuous dilregard of objedions, which it is 
perhaps more eafy to lligmatize with epithets 
of reproach, than to analyze by regular ar¬ 
gument. If objedions be intricate, they 
may be difentangled ; if futile, their ineffici- 

6 Evanfon’s Letter to Dr. Prieftley’s Young Man, p. 7* 
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ency may be eXpofed; if abfurd, their abfur- 
dity may be demonftrated. Contempt is too 
often the refuge of ignorance in diftrefs; but 
even if it were the effect of better know¬ 
ledge, and fuperior ability, it is moil impro¬ 
perly applied to the fubjedt of religion, both 
as it is dogmatical and irreverent. Contempt 
is neither the proof nor the fign of fuperiority; 
and in what irrftance may not reafon and ar¬ 
gument be fubftituted for expreflions of con¬ 
tempt } If an adverfary be difpofed to affign 
to it all the polemical value which we can 
expedt, it can never amount to more than the 
limple oppofition of a negative. Would ex- 
tenfive knowledge and fuperior ability ap¬ 
pear lefs confpicuoufly to vulgar obfervers, in 
a diredt examination, than when they are to 
be inferred from fupercilious negledt ? If an 
objedtion be negledted, who can diftinguifh 
whether it is negledted becaufe it is con¬ 
temned only, or becaufe it is unanfwerable } 
This ambiguity, which is as favourable to one 
party as to the other, can be removed only by 
a formal inveftigation. Sophiftry and igno¬ 
rance may be obvious to the experienced rea- 
foner, or the learned enquirer; yet contempt 
cannot be judicioufly employed to detach the 
adherents of fcepticifm, who are perhaps more 
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fatisfied, that, as nothing but contempt is op- 
pofed to what has influenced their minds, they 
themfelves have juft reafoning and accurate 
knowledge on their fide. But no objection is 
unworthy the confideration of the moft able, 
or the moft learned. Different perfons are fo 
varioully imprefled by different objections, 
that it is impoflible to affirm, that the moft 
frivolous are the moft harmlefs. Prejudice 
may fo far counteract the effeCt of liberal at¬ 
tainments, as to reduce improved minds to the 
level of thofe, which are rude and undifci- 
plined ; and conjectures and infinuations may 
perplex with doubts, underftandings, which, 
when employed on other fubjeCts, appear to be 
vigorous, and cultivated, and enlarged. 
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Rev. xix. io. 

For the teftimony of Jefus is the fpirit of prophecy. 

It may be juftly queftioned, whether the 
Almighty has ever employed prophecy to au¬ 
thenticate any of the writings, in which the 
revelation of his will has been communicated 
to mankind. If this had been one of the pur- 
pofes of this teftimony, we might have ex - 3 
pedted, that it would confift of a diftinCt col- 
leftion of predictions, and not of a few inde¬ 
terminate paflages of fcripture ; and, that it 
would not be refolvable into a It ill more inde¬ 
finite form, “ the general fpirit of prophecy.” 

< It is the objeCt of the author of “ The Dif- 
“ fonance” (in obedience, as he profefles, to 
an inspired command) to rcjeCt all the proofs, 
of written revelation, which are founded “ on 
“ mere human teftimony.” The words of the 
text, according to this interpretation, contain 
the injunction, by which we are directed to 


Digitized by irOOQie 




32 


SERMON II. 


apply to prophecy, as to the ftandard of reve¬ 
lation, and the criterion of the authenticity of 
the writings, in which it is conveyed. 

Thole miracles,,which are admitted, by this- 
writer to have any validity, as proofs,, are laid 
to derive their credibility, as faCts, from their 
affociation with predictions ; and, without this 
combination, they are declared to be infuffi-! 
cient means of conviction. He fuppofes, that 
a “ he can prove, not only from the dictates of 
“ human reafon, but from the voice of revela- 
“ tion, that- miracles, of themfelves, do not 
“ afford even to the IpeCtators a fufficiently 
“ firm and latisfaCtory foundation for their re- 
** ligious faith.” I propofe therefore to con- 
lider, although perhaps not RriCtly according. 
to this arrangement, whether the evidence of. 
miracles is affeCted by its connection with 
prophecy; to examine the reafons, which are 
adduced in fupport of the fuperiority of the 
proof by prophecy, above that by miracles; 
the grounds on which we receive thele two 
lpecies of evidence, and the prophetic pafiages 
of the inlpired writers, which are laid to con- 
flitute the criterion of authentic leripture. 

a Evanfon’s Letter to Dr. Prieftley’s Young Man, p. 
ia. 
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' When we are referred to fcripture, as the 
authority for the rejection of miracles, becaufe 
mankind might have been “ deluded and de- 
“ ceived by fuch evidence,” we muft enquire 
in what language of leripture the evidence, 
anting from miracles, is thus condemned; in 
what circumftahces their defeats, as proofs; 
are laid to confift, and whether prophecy al¬ 
ters or corrects them. 

“ With regard to miracles under the Old 
“ Covenant,” it is laid b , “ that God himfelf, 
“ by his prophet Moles, cautioned the Jews 
againft receiving the religious doctrines of 
“ any pretended prophet, though he lhould 
“ even work miracles to convince them, be- 

* caule they would be liable to be deluded 
“ and deceived by fuch evidence. * If there 
‘ atife among you a prophet, or a dreamer of 

* dreams, and giveth thee a lign or a wonder, 
‘ and the fign or the wonder come to pals, 

* whereof he fpake unto' thee, laying. Let us 
‘go after other gods, which thou haft not 
’* known, and let us lerve them ; thou lhalt 
‘ not hearken unto the words of that prophet, 

* or that dreamer of dreams, for the Lord your 
‘ God proveth you, to know whether ye love 

> Diff. Pref. p. via. ad edit. 
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* the Lord your God with all your heart and 

* with all your foul.” The fufficiency ef the 
evidence of miracles, lb for from being invalid 
dated, is aflerted in this injunction of Moles: 
He feems to refer to it familiarly, as the beft 
lpecies of evidence; as the evidence to which 
they had been habituated, and the foundation 
on which their foith is fuppoled at this time 
to be eftabliihed. The temptation therefore 
confified in witnefling the lame evidence ap¬ 
plied to a contrary purpofe r that evidence, 
whole force they had before acknowledged, 
now adduced to evince their firmnefe, to dis¬ 
cover the principle of their profeflions, to afi* 
certain whether they were ready to transfer 
their obedience to another matter, whole 
power they might erroneoully eftimate from 
the miracles of his pretended mini tiers. But 
if we argue from the explanation of the au¬ 
thor of “ The Diflonance,” we may'lay, that, 
as the object of the Almighty was to alcertaift 
the influence of his favours and mercies oft 
the minds of the Ifraelites, what proof could 
be expelled of their fidelity, when a tefl: was 
to be applied, whieh was, in the etiimation of 
the Almighty himfelf, inadequate and fallal 
cious ? Was not this allb a late period of their 
hiftory to promulgate a caution againft the 
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evidence of miracles derived from its intrinfic 
iraperfe&ions ? The Ifraelites had been long. 
accuRomed to the vilible and extraordinary 
dilplay of the power of the Almighty,, and are 
bow, for the firft time, informed, that mira-. 
des may delude their lenfes, and miflead. 
tijeir underftandings. What could be the 
guilt, in the eye of God, of thole men, who 
refilled to adipit, as evidences of his will, 
tfipfe ligns and wonders, to which He him- 
felf had not communicated authority or real¬ 
ity ? According to the impious principle 
which I am oppoling, miracles are divefted 
of their awful character, and deprived of their 
proper influence upon the fenfes and under- 
flanding of mankind, and are reduced to fome-, 
thing lower, as to dignity, and weaker, as to 
effect, than ordinary events. But in this very 
paflage of leripture, in which miracles are laid 
to be deluliye and fallacious, they are intro¬ 
duced <in combination with prophecy, and 
therefore the' di$in<5tion of miracles with, and 
of. miracjes without, preceding predictions, 
(by which we are laid to be enabled to dif- 
qriminate real from fictitious wonders,) is not 
to ;he deduced from the authority of this paf- 
%e. 

- Nor do I conceive, even if it Ihould be ad- 

D 2 
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mitted to be a correft remark, that G6d ‘‘hath' 
“ never refted the credit of his fupernaturab 
“ revelation to his creatures upon mere mira-* 
“ cles alone, even to thofe fpedtators of them',’ 
“ who were chiefly intended to be convinced* 
“ of its truth and certainty,” that we fhould? 
be at liberty to frame an inductive ar^ument^ 
from the general obfervation. We could not' 
infer (as it would almoft Teem, according ttf 
this reafoning, that we might infer) that we 
had here difcorered a law, which : the AW 
mighty had prefcribed to Himfelf in* confirm-’ 
ing the communication of his will ; to man¬ 
kind, in the fame manner as we may collect’ 
the Jaws, by which he continues the exifW 
ence, and regulates the operations, of the ma¬ 
terial world. The language and fpirit of the 
remark imply, that the Almighty did not efta- > 
blifh miracles alone as the foundation of be- r 
lief, becaufe they were of a nature not to juf- 
tify fuch a degree of confidence iri the repre-’ 
fentations of the fenfes; Are we then to ima J 
gine that the fpedtators might truft to the im-* 
prefiions made upon their fenfes, when- the 
miracle was accompanied with prophecy; but’ 
that a miracle, without this fepurity for its* 
reality, is to be confidered as of’uncertain ex- 
iftence? But when it is afiumed that the 
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fenfes may be deluded, the addition of pro¬ 
phecy would not be any confirmation of the- 
miraculous aft. The uncertainty dill remains* 
the. lame. Whether the Ipeftator affirm that 
the miraculous aft. coincides with the pro¬ 
phecy, or is contradiftory to it, his tedimony 
may be difputed. As we are fuppofed to be 
incompetent judges of the reality of a miracle, 
fo are we of the evidence of all fenfible ob- 
jefts;. and therefore the mod conclufive pro¬ 
ceeding would be, to quedion the exidence of 
the prophecy itlelf, the reality of which, as- 
well as that of the miracle, can be proved 
only by the evidence of the lenfes. And why:, 
fhould this evidence be regarded as unques¬ 
tionable in one cafe, and liable to fallacy in 
$e other, i 

- With refpeft to thofe perfons who derive, 
from. hidorical records, the conviftion of the 
truth of the early fafts of this nature, the au¬ 
thor of “ The Didbnance” would refer them 
fblely to prophecy, as the foundation of their 
credit* He “ receives the miraculous fafts 
“ recorded of the Exodus of the Ifraelites on 
“the tedimony which the Spirit of prophecy 
“ bears to the general truth of the Pentateuch, 
"and to the divine authority of the Jewifh 
“ religion j but t otherwife he would have re- 

o 3 
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“ ferred” thofe faCts " to the fame dais with 
" the early fables of the Romans, and all thofe 
* f wonderful circumftances, which are laid to 
“ have attended the origin of every other na- 1 
" tion recorded in ancient hiftory.” It is to 
- be obferved, that in the miracles performed 
by Mofes immediately preceding the depar¬ 
ture of the Israelites from Egypt, the accom¬ 
plishment Succeeded the prediction with the 
interpofition of a Very fhort interval. When 
indeed the prophecy is delivered in one age, 
and the tranfaCtions, to which it refers, take 
place after the revolution of many Succeeding 
ages, we may then be Satisfied that they arc 
not contemporary fictions. But if the pre¬ 
diction and the accomplishment be feparated 
by an inconfiderable portion of time, and are 
both recorded by the fame writer, as in the 
inflances of the miracles wrought by Mofes, 
which attended the Exod of the Ifraelites, in 
this cafe the evidence of prophecy can add no 
weight to that of miracles. The writer may 
be able to adjuft the miracles to the prophecy, 
or the prophecy to the miracles, as the inter¬ 
val comprehends So very Small a portion of 
futurity. The record of the miracle, uncon¬ 
nected with the delivery of prophecy, would 
have been equally fatisfaCtory, as a proof, and [ 
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obligatory upon the conduct. If the one will 
not convince, convi&ion cannot be expected 
from the other. This, it mufl be acknow¬ 
ledged, is the weakefl cafe in prophecy that 
can be fpecified, becaufe the fhortnefs of the 
intervening period brings the accompHfhment 
and the prediction into the fame record, and 
under the controul of the fame writer. I wifh 
however to guard my meaning from mifap- 
prehenfion by obferving, that although the 
length or fhortnefs of the interval fhould 
really make no difference whatever with re- 
fpeCt to the powers and evidences of pro¬ 
phecy, yet, when the prophecy and the fadt 
are recorded in the fame writing, the queflion 
of the priority of the prophecy may be dis¬ 
puted with more plaufibility than when the 
periods between each are longer, and one per- 
fbn records the prophecy, and another the 
fulfilment. 

In order to evince the effedts of the fuperior 
influence of prophecy, it is obferved in “ The 
“ Diffonance,” that “ the Jews were conti- 
“ nually apoftatizing to idolatry, notwith- 
“ ftanding the numerous miracles recorded in 
“ their hillory, and the occalional fupernar 
“ tural interpofition of divine power, and yet 
“ were thoroughly convinced of the truth and 
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“.divine origin, and authority of the Mo&iQ 
“ covenant, upon their fo forcibly feeling the 
" levere completion of the prophecies in their 
“ Babylon ilh captivity.” That a nation woiild 
be permanently influenced by the fuflferings 
of captivity, and that their conduit would bo 
altered upon thofe reflections, which a ftate of 
general fuflering would neceflarily produce, 
is probable and natural. But it is not the 

1 the reforraa-s 
Ample a man-? 
ner. We are expelled, if not entirely tQ 
overlook the neceflary effelts of a long prefr 
fure of calamity upon the mind, yet to refer 
this conviltion of the dews refpelling the 
truth and divine origin of the Moiaic cove 
nant, and their abandonment of idolatry, tQ 
two caufes inflead of one: firft, to the .influ-? 
ence of their reflections on the completion of 
their prophecies; and, fecondly, to. the evils 
of their late condition. If the real caufe of 
their apoftafy to idolatry had been, their 
doubts refpelling the truth and divine origin 
of the Mofaic covenant, it might perhaps have 
been accounted for, perhaps even vindicated; 
upon the principles of “ The Diflonance,” by 
alledging the want of other evidence than 
miracles. But this want of evidence was not 


defign of the author to explaii 
tion of the Jewilh people in fo 
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thecaufe of their apoftafy; neither is it pro-, 
table that an accumulation of prophecies 
would have prevented it. 

1 It would appear from the expreffions pf the 
preceding citation, as if the former genera¬ 
tions were required to receive and acknow¬ 
ledge the truth and divine origin of the Mo- 
lhic covenant upon one kind of proof, and the 
tatter upon another, But, if we place on ope 
fide the accumulated teflimony, which the 
Almighty gave of himfelf, and, on the other, 
the intermarriages of the Jews with the ido¬ 
latrous nations, we may then be convinced, 
that thefe connexions, continued through fe- 
yeral generations, were fufficiently powerful 
to counteract the operation of the commands 
pf the Almighty, and to obliterate for a time 
the evidence of the revelation of his will. The 
Jews perfilted in their difobedience to the im-. 
portant precept, not to con trad alliances with 
the families of idolatrous ftrangers, from the 
time of their firft fettlement in the land pro-, 
mifed to their forefathers, to the conclulion of 
their captivity. This land too they were ena-. 
bled to occupy by the means of miracles, and 
in conformity with prophecy. That they were 
at length reclaimed from idolatry by their re¬ 
flections on thofe prophecies, which were ac-» 
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compltthed in their puniflunent, is not con¬ 
firmed by any hiftorieal faCts. It is a reafon, 1 
which is not affigned in the account of their 
Conduct at that time. The Jewilh hiftorian 
relates®, “ that the people defired of Ezra, 
u that the laws of Mofes might, be read to 
“ them. Accordingly he flood in the midft 
** of the multitude and read them. Now by 
hearing the laws read to them, they were 
" inftruCted to be righteous men for the pre- 
lent and for the future; but as for their paft 
“ offences, they were difpleafed at themlelves, 
confidering, that if they had kept the law, 
“they had endured none of thole miferies 
“ which they had experienced.” Hence it is 
evident, that they did not refer to their pro-* 
phets to examine, how their calamities had 
coincided with the predictions, but to the laws 
of Moles, to obferve the deviations of their 
eonduCt from the injunctions of their vene* 
rated legillator. For prophecies, without any 
derogation from their awful and fublime na¬ 
ture, cannot be faid to be flandards of moral 
conduCt, by the application'of which degrees 
of guilt or righteoufnefs may be determined^ 

c Antiq. lib. xi. cap. 5 . Whifton’s tranflation j and 
Ezra. 
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Tranfgreflions are greater or lefs according to 
their deviations from certain laws. * 

It is invidioufly obferved, that the Jews 
apoftatized, “ notwithftanding the numerous 
‘.‘ miracles recorded in their hiftoryas if 
prophecy would have prevented that defec¬ 
tion, frbm which afterwards, according to our 
author's fiippofition, they were reclaimed 
through the fuperior influence of this more 
perfect evidence. But the Ifraelites were not 
Jed to repentance in former ages by the ac- 
complithment of the prophecies againfl the 
houfe of Jeroboam. The very perfon, who 
exterminated the houfe of Jeroboam accord¬ 
ing to the prophecy of Ahijah, committed the 
lame abominations as his predeceflor; and the 
lame lentence, which was prophetically de¬ 
nounced againfl; Jeroboam, was prophefied 
an&fulfilled againfl his race alfo. Even Zimri, 
who executed the prophecy, tranlgrefled in a 
fimilar manner, and received a flmilar con¬ 
demnation. The Ions and lucceflbrs of Jofiah, 
who had witnefled the fulfilment of the pro¬ 
phecies in the perfon and actions of their fa¬ 
ther, were as corrupt and difobedient as any 
of their predeceflors. We may therefore en¬ 
quire, whether it appears, upon an examina¬ 
tion of the hiflory of the Jews, that they were 
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more reftrained from apoftafy. by the means" 
of prophecy, under their kings, than by. the 
means of miracle?'under their theocracy ? 
f There are firong exceptions to the obferva* 
tion, that miracles derive their authority from 
preceding predictions. They fometimea en¬ 
hance the credit of a prophecy at the time 
that it is delivered, and, impart afiurance to 
the perfon who is. the objeCt of it, that it fhalk 
be fulfilled. When Hezekiah-was informed 
by Ifaiah that he foould recover from hil 
ficknefs, and that his life ihould be prolonged, 
he required a fign which .foould confirm the 
prophetic promife. He believed the prophecy 
on , the evidence, of a miracle, the retfograda-i 
tion of the foadow on the dial of Ahaz, which*: 
although intended for his own conviction/ was 
of fuch a nature as to be obferved at Babylon* 
end was probably recorded in their afirqpo-. 
mical regifters, and was otherwife well calcu¬ 
lated, without fuch affifiance, to be remem¬ 
bered by individuals of other countries, for a» 
longer period than that to which the life of 
Hezekiah was protraCted. When alfo a pron 
phet of the Lord unexpectedly appeared be-i 
fore Jeroboam, while he was fianding at an> 
idolatrous altar, and performing abominable 
rites, he, without regarding the authority ofi 
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kfdboam, or the prefence of the ctiildferi of 
Ilrael at this “ fealt,” Which their king had 
"ordained,” " even it! the month which hd 
had deviled of his own heart,” abruptly 
fcddrefled his awful denunciation to the altar’ 
fen’ which the offenlive lacrifices had been of¬ 
fered up, and foretold, that a time would 
Come, When the bodies of the priefts of the 
high places Ihould be 1 burnt upon it, a® a fa- 
ffcifice to avenge the crime Of its prelent pol¬ 
lution. “ And he gave a lign the fame day; 
"laying. Behold, the altar lhall be rent,, and 
" the aihes that are upon it lhall be poured 
"out. When JerOboam. heard the laying of 
" the man of God, he ftretched forth his hand 
" frota the altar,” as a lignal Of violence td 
the perlbn of the prophet, and '* his hand 
" dried up,” " the altar alfo was rent, and the 
" allies poured out from the altar, according 
" to the lign which the man of God had given 
" by the word of the Lord.” The event here 
predicted was not to take place till the time 
Of Joliah, a period of 350 years ^ but we can-* 
hot doubt that the impreffion of the truth of 
the prediction on the minds of the fpeCtators of 
thefe miracles was their real end and purpole. 

The author of " The Diffonance” has pur- 
fued fhrongly, but inaccurately, a parallel be- 
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tween miracles and prophecy, “ To thofe 
“ the prefent age,’,’ he obferves d , “ whohavq 
“ any doubt about the certainty of the Chrif* 

«.* tian religion, and confequeptly of the truth 
4( and authenticity of thofe hiftories in which 
“ it ?s recorded, it cannot be of the lead ufu 
" to alledge the miraculous ads there, and 
there only, related, to hare beep performed , 
<c by thefirft teachers of that revelation* bet i 
“ caufe thofe ads, making a very considerable | 
** part of the narrative, the authority and cre+ . 
**, dibHity of the hiftories muft be firft firmly , 
** eftabhfhed before the miracles contained in , 
“ them can reafonably be admitted as real i 
“ feds.” That the eftablifhment of the cre¬ 
dibility of the hiftory fhould precede any rqa- , 
ioning from the miracles recorded;in it, may 
he allowed. "We may alfo add, that the mo¬ 
ral precepts, which are inculcated, derive them , 
obligatory fandion, as divine rules of condtrfh 
from the refuh of the feme enquiry. Wo 
may, and indeed muft think, that the morality 
contained in^fhe Golpej is, when taken in a 
fpeculative light, worthy a divine original; 
but fome dired evidence of this is required to 
enforce the duty of applying its maxims to 

. d Djfloaanpe, p, afc 33.. ' t 
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the regulation of our actions as Chriihans; 
Its purity, its excellence, its fublimity, are 
eharafterifbcs of evangelical morality ; but 
thefe qualities are not the fandtions by which 
its precepts have been eitablifhed, nor the au- 
thoritifcs upon which they have been received. 
Oar obligation to obey them is derived, only 
from (the authenticity of the records which 
contain them; records, by which we are af- 
fered that thefe rules of life were delivered by 
ateacher, Whofe miffion was thewn indifpu- 
ttfbly to ibe from heaven. The genuinenefs 
or authenticity of every hiftory muft be efta- 
Wdhedf; in the tame manner, whether the hif- 
tory contains miracles, or not. This circum- 
fcmce does not affeCt the fpecies of evidence, 
nor compel us to admit any proof, with which 
we feould not other wife be fatisfied; neither 
does it make lefs evidence, nor a greater pro* 
portion, sior a different kind of it, indilpenia* 
We for. conviction. The reafon alfo does not 
appear why it is more or lefs neeeffary • to- 
ascertain the authenticity of thefe books, be^ 
canfe the miraculous aCts form “ a very con* 
“ liderable part of the narration,” and becaufe 
" they are there, and there only, related.” If 
external evidence were required to be of luch 
a nature as to extend to every portion of a 
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book, and to recite or to refer to eaoh fad or 
Opinion, takbn feparately, then indeed thf 
proportion of the number of miracles to the 
whole book might make more or lefs of that 
evidence neceflary for its authentication. Rut 
what forifi would fuch evidence then aflume ? 
It would become merely a copy of the writing 
in queftion. Nor fhould we obtain shore a£ 
furance, even if thele miracles were all fepa¬ 
rately fpecified in any other book. It would 
be ftill neceflary to examine that book by the 
tame canons of evidence, which we apply to 
the Gofpels. And of what defcription would 
that work be, which fhould contain all the 
miracles of our Saviour ? We muft fuppofe 
that the miracles are all related in the lame 
manner as we find them in the evangelical 
hiltories, or otherwife they could not be iden¬ 
tified with thofe which they were defigned to 
confirm. If all the miracles were recorded, 
ind nothing more, how could fuch docu¬ 
ments, even if they were contemporary works; 
corroborate the authenticity of the prelent 
Gofpels ? The readers would juftly conclude; 
that the Gofpels were the perfect hillory; and 
the other, the miracles detached from their 
connection with thefe very narratives. No 
advantage therefore is gained by recurring to 
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otheraccounts, as if they would communicate 
atfthority to the Gofpels. The objection would 
have had dome appearance of reafon, if there 
had:been but one Gofpel only; but, in the 
prefent circumiftances, it is little lefs than ab- 
ftrdtofay, that the miracles are “ there, and 
“thereonly, related.”' 

With refpeCt to prophecy, and its fuppofed 
fopodority to miracles, as evidence, an attempt 
is made to deduce it from an imputed pecu¬ 
liarity in. its nature, which, if true, would 
feem to prove, that it did, as a fpecies of evi¬ 
dence; exceed that. of miracles. ** The tefti- 
“>inony of projfhecy,” it is laid, “ does not 
‘^depend in the leaft upon the veracity or 
“credibility of the writer ; but every man, 
''capable of underftanding the meaning of 
‘‘the prediction, arid comparing. it with the 
‘' correfponding events, whereby it hath been, 
“ or is completed, is a competent judge of the 
^degree* of proof, it. affords.”. But this afler- 
tion of . the infallibility of prophecy, as a teft, 
cannot: be. made with reference to the. in¬ 
fiances of riliracles and prophecy which the 
ahthor bimfelfhas adduced as credible, on the 
‘“general teftiraony,” as he calls it, “ of the 
“ Spirit - of prophecy.” Where the interval 
between -the prediction and the aqcomplifh- 
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ment is very fliort, the credibility both of die 
miracle and the prophecy depends on the Vera¬ 
city of the writer, and the authenticity of the 
hiftory. In the other cafe, where prophecies 
allude to remote periods, are they to be con- 
fidered as infulated, and detached from the 
credibility of the rell of the book, in which 
they are inferted ? We can fcarcely indeed 
admit, that they are independent of all con* 
nedtion with the other fubje&s in it ; but, 
even if we allow that this might be fb, yet we 
cannot feparate them from the ago of the wri¬ 
ter. If we do, it will be very difficult, per¬ 
haps impoffible, to determine, whether the 
prophecy preceded the alledged accompMt- 
ment, or not: particularly, if they have no 
appropriate place in the writing to which we 
can affign their date, and no reference to col¬ 
lateral incidents. It is faid, that we have 
only to compare the prediction with the 
events to which it refers, in order to be con¬ 
vinced of the preeminence of prophecy over 
miracles. But the priority of the prophecy, 
which is the moft difficult part of the enquiry, 
is here aftumed; and that priority can be de¬ 
termined by that external evidence only, of 
which it is declared to be independent. A 
prophecy, which is not fulfilled at the timV 
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predided, is of no value; but how can \ye 
afcertain the fulfilment, if we cannot rely 
Upon the veracity and credibility of hiftorical 
teftimony ? The truth or falfehood of fads 
cannot be determined either by argument or 
prophecy, but by a Ample appeal to written 
evidence. If there be any reafon to doubt 
whether thefe predided events adually came 
1° pafe, to what other teftimony, befides that 
of hiftory, can we refort ? Unbelievers have 
laid, on ft? many occafions, that they .do not 
Require fpecificatipn, that the hiftory of the 
acGoniplithment was accommodated to the 
prophecy,, and that they have no iatisfadory 
evidence of the divine origin of a predidion. 
But how fiaall we ever be able to convince 
the profefted infidel upon the principles of the 
author of “ The Diffonance ?” 

It is further afierted, “ that prophecy is 
“ not only the ttioft iatisfadory, botalfo the 
“ moft lading fupexnatural evidence of the 
'‘truth of any revelation.” As the author of 
“,the Divine Legation of Motes'” has ex- 
prefied the feme remark partly in the feme, 
and partly in more forcible terms, and at 
greater length, I wifh to exhibit the pofition 

t Book ix. c. 6 . p. 375. Syo. 
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which he alfumes, of the fuperiority of pro¬ 
phecy over miracles, with the advantage of a 
more expanded reprefen tation. “ But by the 
“ time this miraculous power begaii to fail, 
“ another was preparing to fiipply its place, 
“ of Hill greater efficacy; I mean, that of 
■** prophecy. For the fovereign Matter has 
“ been gracioufly pleated to give to the later 
“ ages of the church more than an equivalent 
“ for what he had bellowed upon the earlier, 
" in beginning to fhower down on his chofen 
« lervants of the New Covenant the riches of 
** prophecy, as the power of working miracles 
“ abated. So early was this preparation made 
“ for that jirmger and more lajling fupport'' 
The epithet “ lafting” may denote, either 
fome intrinlic durability in the fupport itfelf, 
as oppofed to that kind of fupport, whole 
llrength and liability diminilh from fome ex¬ 
ternal caules; or, as one that is not to be lu- 
perfeded by fomething elfe; or, laftly, one 
that is continued from one age to another. 
« The evidence of miracles,” according to thie 
fame writer, feems by its nature to leflen 
“ fbmewhat by time; while that from pro- 
cc phecy gains llrength by it, and grows more 

f Divine Legat. b. ix. c. 6. p. 277. 
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“ and more. conviCtive, till the gradual and 
" full completion of all its parts makes the 
f ‘ fplendour of it irrefiftible.” It is of im¬ 
portance to examine whether there is any 
thing of this perifhable kind in the nature of 
the evidence of miracles. Let us fuppofe that, 
at a given period, a prophecy receives its .com¬ 
pletion ; and a miracle, unconnected with the 
prophecy, is performed at the fame time. The 
events, by which the prediction is fulfilled, 
and the circumftances of the miracle, are both 
recorded with the fame accuracy by contem¬ 
porary writers. Ages pafs away before the 
accomplifhment of another prophecy arrives. 
During this interval, do the miracle exhibited, 
and the prophecy fulfilled, continue to be re- 
fpeCtively of the fame authority and credibi¬ 
lity, or do they not ? What caufe is there, 
which fhall impair the credibility of the mi¬ 
racle, which fhall not equally affeCt the hif- 
tory of the events, by which the prophecy is 
fuppofed to be accomplifhed ? On the con¬ 
trary, it is evident the foundation of the cre¬ 
dibility both of miracles and of prophecy, 
when recorded, is the fame; that they both 
equally derive their authority from their truth 
and reality, and mull have, as written evi¬ 
dences, an equal durability and permanence. 

e 3 
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! Befides, what fhall we obtain, if we fup- 
pofe predictions and their fulfilments to be 
increafed to any number whatever ; is this ac¬ 
cumulation any thing more than an augmen¬ 
tation of the quantity of this kind of evidence? 
As to the kind of evidence, it cannot acquire 
any additional ftrength; and, indeed, though 
the quantity of it may be augmented, it is but 
an accumulation of the fame kind of mate¬ 
rials, without connection or dependence. The 
truth of each particular prediction is founded 
upon the limitation of it to its own period, 
and can neither be invalidated nor confirmed 
by the truth or falfehood of thofe of higher 
date, or different difpenfations. If a prophecy 
. be not fupported by external evidence, it is 
nothing in itfelf; whereas the reality of a mi¬ 
racle may be examined by that evidence* 
which in “ The Diffonance” is preferred to 
every other. We may enquire into the cir- 
cumftances of its performance, its degree of 
publicity, the apparent means employed, the 
occafion, the completenefs of the effeCt pro¬ 
duced, and the advancement of the intereft* 
if any, of the agent. Thefe particulars belong 
to the head of internal evidence, and the oral 
delivery of a prophecy fcardely admits of its 
application. 
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Miracles are however thought to be fuper- 
feded by prophecy. “ The fupernaturai power 
“ of working miracles,” it is laid, “ was only 
“ intended to gain the new religion attention 
“ from the world, and to be a prefent tefti- 
“ mony of its divine origin and authority till 
“ the more lading and more fatisfa&ory proof 
“ of completed prophecy could take place.’* 
To affirm that any evidence poflefles, on one 
hand, lb much force, as to be fufficient to 
prove, that the origin and authority of a new 
religion are divine; and, on the other, to have 
only a temporary duration; is inconliffent and 
unintelligible: for in whatever manner or de-? 
gree we weaken the evidence, either as to its 
foundation, its fupport, its extent, or its per-* 
manency, in the fame degree alfo its general 
credibility is affected. Befides, we do not 
perceive any fuch chara&erillic difference in 
thele two fupernaturai Ipecies of teftimony, 
miracles and prophecy, whatever there may 
be in others, that miracles proved a religion 
to be divine during the time that more lafting 
and more latisfa&ory evidence was preparing. 
Completed prophecy could do no more than 
prove a religion to be divine in its origin. 
And this is fuppoled to have been previoully 
done by miracles. Can there be this lirange 

e 4 
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diverfity in the two, that one kind proves, 
for a time, the religion to be divine in its ori¬ 
gin, while the other proves the fame to be 
divine for ever ? The believers therefore of 
that new religion .muft be divided into two 
elaffes ; thofe who receive it on the proof of 
miracles, and thofe who live when they can 
have the more lading and more fatisfadory 
teftimony of prophecy: and yet both believe 
their religion to be divine in its origin. , The 
introduction therefore of the new religion 
muft have been unfeafonable, if the bell proof 
of its divine authority were not ready at the 
time of its publication. 

But the power of proving, even for a fea- 
fon, a new religion to be divine, cannot be 
afcribed to miracles, confiftently with the 
principles of “ The Diflonance.” The author 
does not attribute any credibility to miracles, 
not preceded by prophecy; and here miracles 
are fuppofed to have a reality when feparated 
from prophecy, and to anfwer a moft import- 
mat purpofe. He has prtvioufly obferved,»that 
die Jews were cautioned by Mofes, that they 
might be “ deceived and deluded” by Rich 
evidence; and yet the fame evidence is in this 
paffage regarded as capable of proving, at lcaft 
for a time, the origin of a new religion to be 
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divine: and therefore is considered by this 
writer as fatisfadory grounds of faith during 
that interval. The author alfo of the Divine 
Legation incurs a Similar imputation of incon- 
fiftency, when he afferts, that the evidence of 
prophecy “ was not wanted while miracles 
“ in a fort remainedand yet, in describing 
the preeminence of prophecy above miracles, 
he argues, that “ this advantage is further 
v Seen by its being lets fubjed to the miftakes 
“ and fallacious imprefhons of fenfe than mi- 
w racles are.” Upon comparing thele paflages 
we find, that in one a miracle is admitted to 
be a perfect proof, and in the other to be no 
proof whatever. 

It was an argument of an acute metaphyii- 
cian, who was alio the distinguished historian 
of our own country, that the testimony of 
fads became every day lefs credible by lapfe 
of. time. But the existence of the historical 
feds related of Several eminent perfons of an¬ 
tiquity are at prefent more credible than they 
were ten centuries ago. The circumstances 
canneded with their adions have been niore 
accurately examined; they have been con¬ 
firmed by the testimony of ancient writers, 
fcarcely known, or perhaps discovered, in 
thofe dark ages; by the accounts of modern 
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travellers; by the progrefs of geographical 
fcience; by the adjuftment of chronology to 
hiftory; and even by the evidence of ancient 
memorials, brought to light in later ages. 
Thefe concurring and auxiliary proofs have 
removed difficulties in hiftory fo efFedually, 
that the fads of the ancient periods have now 
a more fecure foundation of credibility than 
many parts of our s own hiftory, the events 
of which occurred at a much lets confiderable 
diftance of time. It may indeed be objeded, 
that there is only an accumulation of the lame 
lpecies of evidence, and that time may afted 
it in its largeft as well as fmalleft colledions. 
But it is difficult to conceive how time can 
operate towards the invalidation of evidence 
of this kind, otherwife than by the deftruc- 
tion of the hiftorical memorials themlelves. 
But this efled of time upon different kinds 
of evidence would (if it did at all) equally 
<%ninifti the credibility of a prophecy as well 
as that of a miracle. The former is a mat* 
ter of fad as well as the latter, and more 
liable to have the credibility of its exiftence 
injured by lapfe of time, as it mu ft always 
precede, and often does precede, the fad of 

s The hiftories of the families of the T^nraft rlanf and 
Yorkifls. See Home. 
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fulfilment* feveral centuries. The author of 
“ The Difionance” inverts this order of things, 
and the grounds of his convi&ion. He pro- 
fefles to believe fadts in hiftory becaufe they 
were predicted. Others believe the divine au¬ 
thority of prophecy becaufe the fadts, which 
are predicted, are hiftorically true. It is in¬ 
deed abfurd to fuppofe, that prophecy can, at 
the time of its deliveiy, be an evidence to the 
truth of hiftory, as it mult be adduced as a 
teftimony to what was not in exiftence at the 
time it was pronounced. The prophet, ac¬ 
cording to the former fuppofition, muft have 
forefeen the competition of the hiftory, in 
which fhould be recorded the accomplifhment 
of his own predidtions. 

We may next enquire, whether any delu- 
fiVe miracles are* related in feripture to have 
been performed by any agents, human or de¬ 
moniacal. In The Difionance” we are in¬ 
formed, that “ in the New Teftament our Sa- 
“ viour and his apoftles Paul and John have 
" warned us, that the falfe and fabulous fu- 
“ perftrtion, which would for fo many cen- 
“ turies fupplant the true religion of the Gof- 
“ pel, would be embraced by the people, in 
** confequence of their ddufion, by figns and 
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<5 lying wonders, and all the deceivablenefs of 
“ unrighteoufnefs.” The Apoftle does not fpeak 
of falfe miracles; and the miracles performed 
by falfe prophets and deceivers, and even by 
the, man of fin himfelf, are no where faid .to. 
have been illufory. The trial confifted in re- 
fifting the efforts of an adverfary, who might 
adduce true evidence for a pretended revelation* 
and the delufion itfelf confifted in believing 
that he came from God, not in believing falfe 
evidence to be true. It feems, that if in any 
fingle infiance, well authenticated, the evi¬ 
dence of miracles had been rendered ambi¬ 
guous by unreal phenomena, a revelation 
would have been requifite, whenever a mira¬ 
cle was fubfequently performed, in order to 
convince the mind that the fenfes had not 
been deluded. If we recur to the hypothetic 
of “ The Diffonance,” that miracles in ge¬ 
neral, unlefs accompanied with predictions, 
may deceive the fpe&ators, how are “ lying 
“ wonders” to be difiinguifhed from any 
others? 

The author of “The Diffonance” reproaches 
the advocates of the truth of the Gofpel with 
being unable „ to adduce any demonfirative 
proof of ite divine authority, and affirms, that 
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be has learnt from the h “ only infallible aii- 
“thority the dire&contrary.” We are then 
confider whether completed prophecy has 
in it the nature of demonstrative evidence. 
“ Demonstration,” according to the definition 
by Locke*, “ is the fhowing the agreement 
•“ or difagreement of two ideas by the inter- 
“ vention of one or more proofs, which have 
“ a conilant, immutable, and vifible connec- 
" tion one with another.” It is evident from 
this definition, that we are removed by the 
author of “ The Diflonance” into a very dif¬ 
ferent Inhere of objects, the relation of which 
to each other is determined in a different 
manner from that by which the reality of the 
fads of a written hiftory is ascertained. ! We 
are required to compare together a prophecy 
mid its accomplishment, and to obferve their 
difcrepancy, or agreement. But in this com¬ 
panion we are not to ihew the agreement of 
two things-by the intervention of a third, and 
not to determine the equality, but the iden¬ 
tity of both. This however is the laft proceft 
of the enquiry. We muit previouily know 
that the prophecy is not a contemporary ab- 
') * 

h Diflonance, Pref. p. vi. 

1 Eflay on tlie Human Underftanding, book iv. ch. 15. 
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ibra& of the hiftory. Befides, there is no 
efiiential repugnance in their natures between 
a falfe prophecy, and the alledged fa<fts to 
which it is faid to relate. In matters of quan¬ 
tity, the abfurdity or impofiibility at which 
we arrive in our condufions, fhew the errors 
_of our reasoning; but the : obfcusity of pro¬ 
phecy does not confine the enquirer to -one 
-conclufion, and exclude every other. . The 
(difqovery of truth and felfehood may result 
from different modes of reafoning; but a dif- 
jference in the eflential properties of one fet 
of fubjects prevents us from transferring a 
piode of investigation, which is adapted)to 
determine their truth or faifehood, to others, 
of which it is not the appropriate inltru- 
ment. 

The author of “ The DifFonanee,” the hold- 
nets of whole aflertions increales with the 
deficiency of his proofs, avers, that the ortho¬ 
dox religion, eftablifhed by Conftantirie, is an 
idolatrous fuperltition, an apofiafy from the 
religion of Jefus Ghrift, which it has fup- 
planted; that it js the apoftafy predi&ed by 
St. Paul and our Saviour, that it was occa- 
fioned by “ turning away their ears from the 
“ truth, and lifiening to fables, and believing 
** falfehoodsy” u eireumftances of the predic- 
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“ tion, which, if taken together, cannot have 
“ been fulfilled, unlefs fables and falfehoods 
“are at leaft intermixed with difregarded 
“ truth inthole writings, to which the church 
“ of Conftantine hath in all ages appealed* as 
“ containing the grounds and foundation of 
“ every dodiritie £he hath taught k .” The whole 
of the argument then, asdiredted to the quef- 
tioii of the alteration of the canon of Scrip¬ 
ture, may be thus briefly reprefented. Mira¬ 
cles, unaccompanied with prophecy, are faid 
to be fidtitious; thole books, which contain 
miracles of this kind, may not be genuine, or 
their authenticity may be fufpedted in apy 
part. It is faid, that an apoftafy took place, 
at an early period, from the pure religion of 
lefts Chrift ; that the spoliates were, the 
members of the church eftablilhed by Con- 
llantine; that* they were influenced by ** fa- 
“ bles” and falfehoods; that thefe “ fables” 
mull have been contained in the prefent vo¬ 
lume, of the New Teftament; that we are to 
feparate the falle miracles from the true, and 
the mythological interpolations from the ge¬ 
nuine writings, and the remainder will be the 
hooks of pure revelation, cleared from corrupt 

k DilTonanoe, p. a6. 
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additions by the direction of prophetic inti¬ 
mations alone, without the affiftance of any 
external evidence. 

Such then are the expedients, which it is 
necetjary to employ when we attempt to le- 
led our own grounds of belief. The Al¬ 
mighty, we may be allured, has eftabhfhed 
the .connection between the proof and the 
thing to be believed, which cannot be broken 
with impunity. We cannot lay that we will 
believe on this kind of evidence, and on no 
other, or that we will rejed one portion, and 
adopt the remainder, without believing, either 
upon lefs evidence than is afforded, or than 
Ought to be required, or upon evidence^ which; 
having no appropriate reference to the thing 
whole exiftence or properties we admit, is 
equivalent to no evidence whatever. Even to 
affed habitually a faflidious fcepticifm in mat¬ 
ters where the proof is fuflicient and appro¬ 
priate, is to trifle dangeroully with the under- 
llanding, and is an ad not deflitute of crimi¬ 
nality. The mind loon lofes its power of dif- 
criminating between the various degrees and 
kinds of evidence which Ihould authorize af- 
fent, till it is at lafl charaderized by a fort of 
credulous fatuity. It will not be ealy, and at 
length not poflible, to return at pleafure from 
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the defence of paradoxes, or the ftru&ure of 
hypothefis, to the exercife of correct judg¬ 
ment ; and the faculty, the ufe of which has 
been long perverted, will be found at laft to 
be iixecoverably impaired: and, according to 
the language of revelation, which exprefles 
not only the fentence of the Almighty upon 
this abufe of the intelle&ual powers, but abb 
the general conclufion of a juft philofophy, 
that voluntary deception is deftined to termi¬ 
nate in believing a lie. 


•*> 
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Pet. i. 16. 

We have not followed cunningly devifed fables. 

Whether the Apoftle intended to al¬ 
lude to the tame ipecies of falfehood, which 
St. Paul exprefles by the lame term, when he 
lays, that lome would turn “ unto fables,” it 
is not neceflary to determine. There is in¬ 
deed this difference, that what St. Paul de- 
fcribes as future, St. Peter Ipeaks of as already 
exilting and operating. The author of “ The 
“ Diflonance” is of opinion, that St. Paul re¬ 
fers, prophetically, to certain forged and Ipu- 
rious writings, and to corruptions of the Scrip¬ 
tures, which lhould appear, and which were 
to be iniirumental in producing the apoftaly, 
as he calls it, of the church of Conftantine 
from the pure religion of Jefus Chrift. He 
infills upon the probability, that the Scriptures 
were interpolated in the lecond and third cen¬ 
turies, when certain pfeudo-evangelical books 

f 2 


Digitized by v^ooQle 




SERMON III. 


68 

were thought to have been fabricated. It is 
rep re fen ted as a practice at this period “ fo 
“ common amongft feveral, who called them-- 
“ felves Chriftians, to produce entire pieces of 
,f their own, or others’ forgery, under the 
“ name of any writer they pleafed, that, if 
“ what we call the fcriptures of the New Tef- 
“ tament were not fo tampered with, they 
“ are almoft the only writings upon the fame 
“ fubje6t, of thofe early times, which have 
** efcaped free.” It will therefore be necef- 
fary to examine, whether "the fame caufes, to 
which the compofition of fuch writings is to 
be afcribed, operated towards the corruption 
of the facred writings; whether fuch forged 
writings were ever fubftituted wholly, or in 
part, for the acknowledged records of Chrif- 
tianity; and, whether there is any ground to 
fuppofe, that they, who compofed, or they,' 
who ufed thefe forged works, extended the 
impofition to the falfitication of the genuine 
Scriptures. 

“ Iremeus,” it is laid, “ informs vs, that 
“ the different fe&arifts of thofe early ages 
“ had publifhed an innumerable multitude of 
“ apocryphal and lpurious fcriptures to aflo- 
** nifh the weak and ignorant.” The mode 
of quoting and applying thefe words might> 
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induce the reader to conclude, that the afto- 
nilhment of the weak and ignorant was the 
foie objedt of the fedtarifts of that age; that 
they were fatisfied with an inglorious triumph 
of this kind; that the embarraflment and per¬ 
plexity of ignorance and imbecillity was the 
foie reward which they expected from their 
laborious frauds. It is however evident, that 
this could neither be the intention of the Fa¬ 
ther, nor is it indeed the import of his words.,' 
He has Amply defcribed the effect of thefe 
writings, and the kind of perfons whole minds* 
they influenced, without affigning any motives; 
to the authors. But were our advertary more; 
correct in afllgning motives:for thete corrup- 
tions, the corruptions would fcarcely have, 
been extended to the Scriptures, merely for. 
the fake of deluding fuch guardians of their 
integrity and purity as the weak and igno-; 
rant: 

If he admits the authority of: Tertullian to 
be valid in one part of his narrative, when he; 
relates, that ? an Afiatic Prieft had been de¬ 
tected in “ afcribing a work, entirely his own, 
“ to St. Paul,” we may juftly expeCt the de¬ 
claration of the fequel, that the offender was.* 

- a Lardner, .vol, ii. p. 385. ■ , 
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depofed, and by thole perfons who had the 
fame veneration, as he profefled, for the cha« 
raster of the Apoflle, and whole worldly in-» 
terefls and religious opinions were the lame. 

That they, who had the temerity to forge, 
would interpolate a writing, is perhaps a plau- 
lible prefumption. But the authors of fiich 
books would fcarcely extend their fraudulent 
innovations to the Scriptures, becaule altera¬ 
tions, favourable to their particular opinions, 
could not always be reduced to the compafs 
of a few fupplemental interpolations. When 
a new fydem of do&rine was to be framed, 
the foundation mud: have been broader and 
deeper than the infertion of a Ihort pafiage, 
or a lingle lentence. Thele perfons therefore 
compofed exprefs treatiles, in which they 
might inculcate their tenets at large. It might 
have been perhaps more eafy to midead the 
ancient Chriftians, for a time, by the pro¬ 
duction of a new volume, than by recent ad¬ 
ditions to the original collection of the facred 
writings already in their hands. When an 
evangelift or an apoflle had committed his 
work to the cuftody of his converts, it had, 
we may fuppofe, its due complement and full 
perfection of parts. Nothing could fubfe- 
quently be added or fubftituted, or taken 
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away, without lome difhoneft purpofe. When¬ 
ever fuch an alteration took place, it might 
have been known, becaufe it admitted of ready 
proof; and mud have been known, becaufo 
the Chridian converts were qualified, merely 
by habitual perufal, to dete6t the innovation. 
They did not however authorize the inven¬ 
tions of men, who profefled the fame fonti- 
ments with themfolves, and they were able 
to difcriminate between fuppofititious and ge¬ 
nuine writings. 

It is laid, that there is an interpolation in 
the Golpel of St. Luke of fo late a date as the 
third century, and that “ we have the cleared 
“ conviction of it;” “ that Origen informs us, 
“ that feveral believers were offended with 
“ that part of St. Luke’s Golpel, wherein our 
“ Lord promiles the penitent thief upon tl\e 
“ crols, that he Ihould that day be with him 
“ in paradifo; that they declared, that the 
“ paffage was not in the older copies, but a 
“ late addition of fome interpolators.” “ It is 
“clear,” fays the author of TheDiflbnance b , 
“ that as the do&rine of an intermediate date 
“ of purgatory and paradifo gained ground in 
“ the orthodox church after the fecond cen - 

. b Difionance, p. % 9. 
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“ tury, that particular paflage was interpo-: 
** lated to give the lan&ion of holy Scripture 
“ to the newly received dodtrine.” If this 
interpolation were introduced before, or foon 
after, the fecond century, Origen would fcarce- 
ly have related the furmifes of others, when 
he could have afcertained, if not by his own 
knowledge, certainly by teftimony contem¬ 
porary with the interpolation, whether it were 
a genuine part of the Goipel, or not. If it 
had exifted, continues the objector, in the 
time of Tertullian, it could not have been 
omitted “ by him,” when writing his treatife 
upon the Soul, as it would ** have fettled the 
point beyond ditpute.” If we conflder the 
tenour of Tertullian’s difeourfe upon the Souk 
we may perhaps difeover a probable reafon 
for the omiffion of a paflage apparently fe 
well adapted to his fubjedt. When he refers 
to the parable of the rich man and Lazarus; 
his object is, not c “ to conlider exprelsly the 
“ intermediate ftate of the fouls of bad and 
(< good men after death,” but to Ihew the na A 
ture of the foul in general, and to derive from 
thence a proof of its corporeality d . . The pro± 

c Diffonance, p. 29. 

d See below the paflage of Irenaeus for the meaning 
of this term. It by no means implies?'mortality. 
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mile of our Saviour gave no direct informal 
tion in what Hate the loul would then be, but 
merely indicated to what .place it thould be 
configned. It may then appear, that the ci-: 
tation of the paflage in queftion might, or 
might not, be introduced into the treatife on’ 
the Soul; that as the introduction of it would 
not have ftrengthened, fo the omiffion could 
not weaken, the argument; and the exiftence 
of the paflage at the time of Tertullian can 
fcarcely be difputed on. the ground, that it 
was not adduced, when inapplicable to the 
reafoning of the writer. But this Father had 
compofed another work, in which we might 
have expeCted to find it, and probably fhould 
have found it, if that treatife had been pre- 
ferved. Indeed it is moft probable, that. his 
loft difcourfe “ on Paradife e ” originated in 
the very paflage, whofe authenticity is quef- 
tioned. The authority therefore . of Tertul-? 
lian is not in favour of the hypothefis of in-, 
terpolation. 

.That Irenaeus alfo ihould not take. the < 
“ leaft notice of fo very remarkable a circum- 
" fiance f ,” is to be afcribed to the fame rea- 

* “ Habes etiam de Paradifo a nobis libellum.” Ter- 
tall. De Anirn. §. 35, ad fin.. . . .. 

{ Diflbnance, p. 29. - . 
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ion as the lilence of Tertullian. The courfe 
of his argument did not lead to its confidm- 
tion and infertion. “ Our Lord,” lays Ire- 
naeus, “ has . taught us moft fully in the para- 
“ ble of the rich man and Lazarus, that the 
“ foul does not only remain, (not palling 
*' from body to body,) but alfo retains the 
figure of the body to which it is adapted, 
and that it recollects the works which it 
“ has done here, and now ceafes to perform.” 
In this parable “ it is manifeltly declared, that 
“ the foul continues, and does not migrate 
“ from body to body, and prelerves the re- 
“ femblance of the man, by which it is reeog- 
“ nized; that it remembers thole things which 
“ are in the world ; that Abraham pofiefied a 
“ prophetic power, and that to each nation 
“ is allotted a fuitable habitation, even before 
“the judgments.” I am not further con¬ 
cerned h with thefe opinions, than to Hate, 
that the principal objeCt of this realoning was 
to prove, that the foul did not leave the ori¬ 
ginal body, to which it was conjoined, in or- 

S Irenaeus cont. Haeref. lib. ii. c. 34. 
h The controverfy on the nature of the foul originated 
in a pamphlet written by H. Dodwell. His opponents 
were, S. Clarke, Whitby, Norris of Bem$rton, and Chift 
hull. 
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der to be united to another. Of what ufe 
then would it have been to have alledged the 
paflageof St. Luke ? The promife of an abode 
in paradile did not imply the Hate and con¬ 
dition of the foul when it fhould be trans¬ 
ferred thither. The mention therefore of this 
place was omitted for the obvious reafon, 
that it was not luited to the purpofe of the 
writer. 

With refpe& to the lilence of Juftin Mar¬ 
tyr, it may not be eafy to explain the reafon 
why he has not referred to this paffage of St. 
Luke, although ‘ “ he himfelf, Irenaeus, and 
u Tertullian, have quoted almoft every other 
" relating to the crucifixion.” If the fa6t of 
the crucifixion be taken as the fubje& with 
which it is thought to be fo intimately con- 
nefted, that it could not be omitted, if it were 
there related, the circumftance refpecfting the 
penitent thief does not conftitute a neceflary 
appendage to the principal tranfiuSlion, and, 
of courle, the omiflion of it in the argument 
of Juftin does not bring any imputation upon 
the genuinenels of the pafiage. 

When we recur to Origen’s own account 
of this part of St. Luke’s Gofpel, it is limply 

1 Diflonance, p. a9. 
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this: k “ This faying of our Lord has fodhV 
turbed forne perfons, as appearing to them 
“ incongruous or diffonant, that they have 
“ ventured of themfelves to fufpeCt, that it 
“ was added to the Gofpel by certain 1 falla-« 
“ ries.” Hence it is,* at length, that we are 
to derive “ the cleared; conviction” that it is 
an interpolation, and that “ fome perfons de-r 
“ dared, that it was not in the older copies.” 

• But the author of “ The Diflonance” is hot 
fatisfied with producing one fufpeCted paflage; 
as a reafon for extending his fufpicions to 
others, but at once affirms, that the teftimony 
of the witnefles m “ cannot be depended upon* 
** relpeCting the writings of the feveral apo- 
“ dies and apoftolic men, whofe names they 
“ bear.” He. attempts to prove their incom¬ 
petency generally by the following canon; 
that, as there are “ fuch very extraordinary, 
“ ufelefs, ill-fupported, improbable faCts in 
“ the Gofpels of Matthew and John,” which 
he fuppofes to have been the compofition of 

k Lardner’s Credibility, vol. ii. p. .624. . The verfioa' 
of Lardner is (lightly altered. 

1 The word falfaries I find in Cockbum’s Hiftorical^ 
Difiertation on the Books of the New Teftament, and it 
obviates the neceffity of a great multiplication of words. 

m Pifionance, p. .30-^33; . 
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perfons “ infeded with the grofleft fuperfti- 
“ tious credulity,” fo no “ fuperftitious and 
“credulous perlon” can be admitted to be a 
proper witnefs of the authenticity of any writ¬ 
ings, in which fuch fads are related. Let us 
apply this rule to the writings of the martyr 
Jnftin. That he employed an injudicious mode’ 
of vindicating to the Romans the fad of our 
Saviour’s birth againft the appearance of no-' 
velty, by producing analogies from their own 
mythology, is, I think, the extreme point, to 
which the accufation can be extended; but it 
may be better to hear his own explanation of 
the ufe which he made of the mythic fyftem. 
“ But be this known to you,” fays he n , “ that 
“ whatever things we declare, having learned' 
“ them from Chrift, and the prophets who 
“ preceded him, are alone true, and more an- 
“cient than all writers; and we do not think' 
“ ourfelves worthy of regard becaufe we fay 
“ the fame things as thofe writers, but be-: 
“ caufe we fpeak what is true.” Juftin pur-: 
fued his apology in this manner, becaufe it. 
was his opinion that the fentiments of Plato 
were to be traced in the writers of the Old 
Teftament, and that certain parts of the hea- 

; a Apol. i. p. 35. ed. Thirlb. 
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then mythology originated in the perverfion 
of the language of the prophets refpe&ing our 
Saviour, through the influence of evil dae¬ 
mons. Rut that he flwmld “ illuftrate and 
** plead for the toleration, by the Heathen 
** Emperots, of the orthodox ckxStrine of the 
44 generation of the Word, becalufe of its re- 
44 iemblance to the fabulous origin of their 
44 own deities, and juftify the do&rine of the 
“ incarnation by its fimilarity to the births of 
44 ^Efculapius and Hercules, and the other il- 
44 luftrious god-men of Pagan mythology,” 
and at the tame time 44 account for this fipji- 
44 larity between the orthodox do&rines and 
44 the fables of the poets, by aflerting, that the 
44 poets delivered them through the inlpira- 
44 tion of daemons and evil geniufes, in order 
44 to prejudice the world againfl: the reception 
44 of thole orthodox tenets, when the time 
“ Ihould come for their promulgation,” is to 
attribute to the ancient Father inconlillency, 
aggravated by abfurdity. The only paflage, 
to which the author of 44 The Diflonance” 
may be fuppofed to refer, is the following, in 
the firft Apology of the Father: 44 They, who 
44 teach the mythic compofltions of the poets, 
44 do not prefent to the youth who are in- 
44 ftru&ed any means of attaining to the truth; 
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and I prove that “ they were uttered to de* 
“ ceive and feduce mankind through the agen- 
" cy of evil daemons.” I conceive that it will 
not be inferred from this paflage, that the be¬ 
lief in the influence of daemons argues inca¬ 
pacity, or indeed the want of any quality, 
which can detrad from the competency of 
Judin’s teftimony refpeding the authenticity 
of the Gofpels. 

The evidenoe of Irenseus alfo is thought to 
be invalidated by a puerile delcription of the 
date of the earth during the Millenium, a fub- 
jed where fancy and imagination might expa¬ 
tiate without violating any other rules than 
thofe of probability, and where the mifrepre- 
fentation of adual fads could not have any 
place whatever. 

The teftimony of Tertullian is weakened, it 
is faid, becaufe, in his treatife on the Soul, he 
relates concerning a perlon, with whom he 
had been acquainted, lbme extraordinary cir- 
comftances, which occurred after death. The 
inference is, that we muft fufped his tefti- 
naony refpeding the genuinenefs and authen¬ 
ticity of the Gofpels. There is not here, how¬ 
ever, a fufficient indication of a credulous faci¬ 
lity in n&eiving fuch accounts, and we are 
not to infer that this was the propenfity of his* 
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mind. The difqualification of the evidence of 
a witnefs muft principally proceed -from fome 
moral incapacitation; but fuperftition and cre¬ 
dulity are not conne&ed with any thing ex¬ 
cept paffive impofition. But in what manner 
is the imagination to be affe&ed, or fuperfti¬ 
tion and credulity to be operated upon, by 
fuch Ample fa<5ts as thefe; that the Gofpels of 
Tertullian’s age were thofe of the preceding 
times, and that fuch perfons, with fuch appel¬ 
lations, were generally reputed to be the au¬ 
thors ? This is what the Father believed and 
aflerted, with ample means of information in 
his power to juftify his belief, and fubliantiate 
his aflertions. But the credulity of Tertullian 
certainly did not appear even in the examina¬ 
tion of fuch fubjedts. He did not receive a 
forgery afcribed to St. Paul as an authentic 
writing of that apoftle; and he knew how tb 
vindicate the genuinenels of the entire Gofpel 
of St. Luke againft the charge of corruption 
adduced by Marcion. The queftion then is, 
did he in the cafe of the Gofpels of St. Mat¬ 
thew and St. John fubmit his judgment to the 
authority of the credulous and fuperftitious, 
and the cunning, and exercife it only when 
he received that of St. Luke ? It feems, how¬ 
ever, that Tertullian is to be confidered as a 
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credulous, fuperftitious writer, and that his 
evidence cannot be depended upon refpe&ing, 
the authenticity of the Gofpels of St. Mat¬ 
thew and St. John, which contain fuch fa<fts 
as he was always inclined to believe “ very 
“ extraordinary, ill fupported, ufelefs, and im- 
“ probable.” With refpedt to the queftion of 
authenticity, he could not be influenced by. 
fuperftition or credulity to afcribe the Gofpels 
to one perfon rather than to another. Had 
his credulity been as great as is reprefented, 
the lpurious gofpels would have been more 
acceptable to an intellect, in which the power, 
of diftinguifhing fiction from truth was fo 
much impaired. 

The preceding reafoning is followed by a, 
falfe but popular analogical illuflration. “When 
“ no court of juftice,” it is faid, ** will admit 
“ the teflimony of witnefles, who are them- 
“felves notorioufly convicted of the fame 
“crime of which the defendant is accufed, 
“ how can it be expected that any reafonable 
“unprejudiced perfon fhould admit fimilar 
“evidence to be of weight in a cafe of the 
“ greateft importance poflible, not to himfelf 
“ only, but to the v^hole human race ?” It 
is here flrfl; aflumed, that the Gofpels contain 
ill fupported and improbable fa&s, and theq 

Q 


Digitized by v^ooQle 



82 SERMON III. 

it is aflerted that thofe, who do not think' 
them improbable and ill fupported, are un¬ 
worthy of credit on that account. This au¬ 
dacious propofition is fuppofed to*be con¬ 
firmed by the preceding analogy. But let us 
Oblerve the practical effect of the principles 
of “ The Diflonance” in the very example 
which is produced to illuftrate and confirm 
this argument. A witnefs lays his hand on 
the Gofpels, and attefts the truth of his alle¬ 
gations by profefling, as a lan&ion of his own 
veracity, a belief in the authority of thefe fa- 
cred books. If the judge maintained the doc¬ 
trines of “ The Diflonance,” he muft, con- 
fiftently with fuch opinions, reject the evi¬ 
dence altogether, or reprefent the witnefs as 
unworthy of attention on account of his cre¬ 
dulous weaknefs in paying any regard to fuch 
** fuperftitious, ill fupported, improbable” nar¬ 
ratives. 

Credulity and fuperftition often prevail ih 
minds which are not weak, and in moral dif- 
pofitions which are characterized by rigorous 
veracity. But to reprelent the martyr Juflin 
as an unfit witnefs of the authenticity of the 
Scriptures, becaufe he believed in the agency 
of daenions, is to afiign a caufe which has no 
relation to the imputed efieCt. Were.fuch 
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fceafoning admitted, it would invalidate all the 
hiftories of our own country, which preceded 
the laft century, and indeed thole of Europe 
to a ftill later period. The great Lord Bacon 
was himfelf a believer in the influence of 
0 daemons, and in the ufe of the lludy of re¬ 
formed *aftrology. By that fpecies, which he 

0 Caeterum fobria circa illos (Angelos foil.) inquifitio, 
quae vel per rerum corporearum fcalam ad eorum natu* 
ram pernofcendam afcendat, vel in anima humana, veluti 
in fpeculo, earn intueatur, neutiquam prohibetur. Idem 
de fpiritibus ftatuendum immundis, qui a ftatu fuo deci- 
derunt. Confortium cum its , atque ufus operce eorum illi± 
citus eft; multo magis qualifcunque cultus vel veneratioi 
At contemplatio et cognitio illorum naturae, poteftatis, 
illufionum, non folum ex locis fcripturae facrae, fed ex ra- 
tione, aut experientia, haud poftrema pars eft fapientia£ 
lpiritualis. Sic certe Apoftolus, ftratagematum ejus non 
ignari fumus. Ac non minus daemonum naturam invefti± 
gare in theologia naturali conceditur, quam venenoruni 
in phyfica, aut vitiorum in ethica. De Augment. Scient. 
lib. ii. c. 2 * p. 97. 

p Adhibetur autem aftrologia (ana; ad praedi&ioneft 
fidentius, ad eleftiones cautius, ad utraque autem iritra 
terminos debitos. Praedi&iones fieri poflint, de cometis 
faturis, qui (ut noftra fert conjeftura) praenunciari pof* 
font: et de omni genere meteororum, de diluviis—bellis, 
feditionibus, fedis, tranfmigrationibus populorum; deni- 
que de omnibus rerum vel naturalium vel civilium moti- 
bus, aut inftovationibus majoribus. De Augm. Scient. 
lib. iii. c. 4. p. 103, 104. 

It is curious to examine the conftituents of the aftrolo- 
Q 2 


Digitized by v^ooQle 



84 SERMON III, 

diftinguifhes as the aftrologia fana, he allows 
may be foretold, not only phyfical events, as 
meteors, deluges, and tempefts, but alfo wars, 
(editions, the rife of religious fe6ts, and popu-r 
lar q emigrations. 

gia fana. Primo, in aftrologiam fanam recipiatur do&rina 
de commixtionibus radiorum, conjun&ionibus fcilicet, et 
oppofitionibus et reliquis fyzygiis, five afpeftibus planeta- 
jrum inter fe: planetarum autem per figna zodiaci per- 
tranfitum, et locationem fub iifdem (ignis, etiam hufe 
parti de commixtionibus radiorum afiignamus. 

Secundoy recipiantur accefiiones fingulorum planetarum 
propius ad perpendiculum aut recefliones ab ipfo, fecun- 
dum regionum climata. 

Tertio , recipiantur apogaea et perigaea planetarum cum 
debita difquifitione, ad quae pertineat planetae vigor in fe 
ipfo, ad quae vicinitas ad nos. Quarto , recipiantur (uj 
fummatim dicamus) omnia reliqua accidentia motus pla¬ 
netarum. Quinta, recipiantur, quae naturas ftellarum, fiv<p 
erraticarum, five fixarum, in propria fua eflentia et a&ivir 
tate, refecare et detegere ullo modo queant; qualis mag¬ 
nitude ; qualis color et afpeftus; qualis feintillatio et vi; 
bratio luminis &c. 

Poftremoy recipiantur etiam ex traditione naturae et in; 
clinationes planetarum particulares, atque etiam fteUarum 
fixarum; quae, quandoquidem magno confenfu tradantur> 
non leviter (praeterquam ubi cum phyficis rationibus pla¬ 
ne difeordant) rejiciendae funt. Atque ex talibus obfer - 
mtionibus coagmentaiur ajlrologia fana; et fecundum eaf 
tantum, fchemata caeli et componere et interpretari opor* 
tet. De Augm. Scient. lib. iii. cap. 4. p. iqz, 133. 

De Augment* Scient, lib* iii. c. 4, 
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But credulity and fuperftition are not the 
greateft defedts in the teftimony of the ancient 
Chriftians. They difregarded “ honour and 
“veracity (as it is faid) in whatever con- 
“ cemed the caufe of their particular lyftem.” 
“They have deftroyed (according to the af- 
“ fertion of their enemies) every writing upon 
“ the liibjedl of Chriftianity, which they could 
“ not by lome means or other apply to the 
“lupport of their own fuperftition.” The 
Writings of “ the ipany,” alluded to in St. 
Luke’s preface, are fiippofed to be fome of 
thole which have been deftroyed; and, from 
the multiplicity of thele and other works, the 
pernicious ** induftry” of the Fathers has been 
denominated by the author of “ The Diflo- 
** nance,” as, if it were true, it might juftly be 
denominated, “ lingular.” But we are not 
informed that there was any thing lingular 
in the mode of prelerving the Golpel of St. 
Luke which was contemporary. This Evan- 
gelift however merely intimates, that others 
had written upon the fame fubjedt before, and 
that his inducement to compote another nar¬ 
rative was, a delire to communicate his own 
corredt information to his own converts. He 
fent his hiftory into the world to be received 
or rejedled on the fame grounds as the others, 
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relating to the fame events, were to be re¬ 
ceived or rejedted. 

The names however of the authors of the 
various books are not preferved, although the 
author of “ The Oiflonance” has computed 
the number thus fupprefled with a r minute- 
nets and particularity, which has no founda- 
tion in the hiflory of the time. He muft 
therefore be regarded as attempting not to 
fupply by fpeculation the events of that pe¬ 
riod, but to forge annals to fupport an hypo¬ 
thecs. But in proportion as he aggravates, 
the criminality of the early Fathers, by. multi¬ 
plying the number of gofpels originally writ¬ 
ten, in the fame proportion does he augment 
the difficulty of their projedt. If fuch books 
were received as the rule of faith, and confe- 
quently preferved in the different Chrifiian 
churches that were founded at that time, the 
difficulty of deflroying them is ftill further 
increafed. Could they annihilate, do we fup* 
pole, all the Gofpels ufed in the Chriftian af- 
femblies at the places fpecified in “ The Dif- 
" fonance,” * “ at Jerufalem, in Samaria, Pboe- 
?* nice, Syria, in every province of Afia Mi- 

r Evanfon’s Letter to Dr. Prieflley’s Young Man, p. 27. 

• Ibid. 
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.** nor, and in many cities of Macedonia and 
** Greece ?” We may however enquire, why 
they permitted the fpurious and apociyphal 
work of their own refpedtive periods to de- 
fcend, even in fragments, to thefe times. Is 
it not extraordinary, that this intention, pur¬ 
sued from the age of one Father to the age of 
^mother, fhould have been a difcovery referved 
for the .prelent generation. Such writings, 
and particularly thole received by the early 
Chriftian churches, if ever they had an exift- 
ence, would have been in the careful cuftody 
of thofe who uled them; and they would have 
maintained their credit on the ground of their 
original reception. Surely we are jultified in 
expecting fome evidence that liich books were 
written, if we are deprived of the opportunity 
of examining their contents. The whole hy¬ 
pothecs however of “ The Diflonance” re- 
fpe6ting the deftru&ion, or even the exigence 
of ^hofe books, rells entirely with the author 
of that work; who produces no authority for 
his afiertions, and therefore the denial of the 
truth of the luppoCtion is at leatt as valid 
againli it as the aflumption of its reality can be 
in its favour. The hypothefis is of large extent. 
It involves various propolitions; that twenty 
golpels were compofed at the time of which 
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St. Luke fpeaks in his proem ; that, at a dif- 
tance of half a century, lixteen more were 
added to thefe; that the Chriftians, and parti¬ 
cularly the Chriftian Fathers, were inllrumen- 
tal at leaft in the deftrudion of thefe writings; 
that the books thus deftroyed contained fads 
or dodrines contradidory to thole adopted by 
the Fathers. Of thefe politions he produces 
no proof, not even the names of the authors, 
on whole imaginary tellimony he relies fo fe- 
curely. The Greek and Roman hiftories, and 
indeed every hiftory that was ever written, 
might be invalidated by fuppoling in the lame 
manner the exillence of hiftorians, whofe 
-works and names are now loll, who might 
have given different accounts of the tranf- 
adions of thofe nations from any that are re¬ 
corded by the writers, whofe hillories we now 
poflefs. 

The number of gofpels, fuppofed once to 
have exilted, is derived from the unfupported 
conjedure, that each Chriftian church had an 
original gofpel, compoled for its peculiar ufe. 
Yet *■ Eufebius relates, and his authority will 
avail where it has not been queftioned, and it 
•will not be queftioned merely becaufe he was 

* Hift. Ecclef. lib.iii. c. 37. 
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an ecclefiaftic of rank, and an ecclefiaftical 
hiftorian, that in the fecond century great 
numbers of perfons u , “ difciples of the Apo- 
" files, travelled over the world, building up 
“ churches where the Apoftles had before laid 
“ the foundations, and preaching the faith of 
“ Chrift in other places, which had never 
“ heard of it before, carrying along with them 
“ the written Gofpels.” This teftimony, then, 
directly fubverts this pofition, (and the tefti¬ 
mony is without fufpicion, becaufe it was ne¬ 
ver defigned to be thus applied,) that, as the 
number of churches increaled, diftindt golpels 
were written for their infiruAion by perfons, 
who, as the author of “ The Diflonance” ex- 
prefles their qualifications, had been “ edu- 
“ cated from their infancy in the religion of 
“ Jefus Chrift, as taught by the Apoftles them- 
*“ lelves.” And further, Marcion, who had 
an opportunity of knowing what other works 
there were, which in authority might vie with 
that of the acknowledged Golpels, was re¬ 
duced to the necelfity of adapting the Gofpel 
of St. Luke to his own views and opinions. 

Neither can we obtain any information re- 
fpe&ing thefe fuppofed writings from any evi- 

“ See Richardfori on the Canon of the New Teft. 
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dence refpeding their deftrudion. When co¬ 
pies of writings were to be multiplied by 
tranfcription, the number of copies would be 
in proportion to the efteem in which the work 
was held; and the defire of obtaining a copy 
would of courfe Be general, not merely as a 
matter of curiofity or learning, but from a fear 
qf miftaking the rule of Chriftian conduit. 
Any defed therefore, either in the importance 
of the contents, or in the afturances refpeding 
its authenticity, or the appearance of better 
writings, would make the work itlelf to be 
Jefs regarded, and of courfe caufe copies to be 
lets fought after, and in time to be negleded, 
and at length to be loft altogether. If this 
reafoning will not account for the lofs of an¬ 
cient works, as not probable in itlelf, in what 
manner could the Fathers proceed to efted 
the politive deftrudion of any writings, which 
derived their value from the inftrudion and 
education of their authors in the Chriftian re¬ 
ligion, “ as taught by the Apoftles ?” 

It is to be remarked, that, although the ac- 
cufation extends to a body of perfons, the 
Fathers of the church, and their fucceflors, 
yet not one is lpecified by name who is laid 
by the author of “ The Diflonance” to have 
fuggefted, or to have attempted to execute. 
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this moft extraordinary project. How then 
lhall we account for this fubtle referve ? Only 
one reafon for it can be produced; that we, 
know enough of the biography of the Father^ 
to repel a charge fo malevolent. But our in- 
formation refpeding the early periods of the 
hiftory of Chriftianity is not fo complete as tQ 
enable us always to oppofe licentious fuppofi-, 
tions with dired fads. We are obliged there? 
fore to have recourfe to probability, where 
proofs cannot be had; and this has already 
occurred too often, and muft occur again more 
frequently, from the nature of this contra- 
verfy. We may therefore enquire, in what 
fituation would thofe churches have been left 
which had been accuftomed to ufe the writ¬ 
ings that the Fathers had deftroyed ? Would 
they adopt others, authorized by perfons who 
were not difciples of the Apoftles, and filently 
acquiefce in the lofs of works, which were 
written by thofe who were known to be fo, 
and when fo few years had elapfed fince they 
had received them from fincere depolitaries of 
the faith? 

We may alfo enquire, of what nature were 
thofe books, which, by an edid of Diocletian* 
at the commencement of the fourth centufy, 
were demanded of the Chriftians by the impe- 
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rial inquifitors. The furrender of their facred 
books was the object of this law, which was 
enforced by fanguinary penalties. But whe¬ 
ther the Roman emperors perfecuted the pof- 
feffors of one fet of books, or the Fathers em¬ 
ployed fubtlety to deftroy another collection, 
neither the one nor the other were able to 
effeCl their intention. The inquifitors could 
hot get into their power all the copies of thefe 
writings, nor the perfons of all who ufed 
them. Had this been the confequence of fuch 
meafures, it might have happened that the 
Churches would have loft altogether, at this 
time, their copies of the facred writings. The 
decree of Diocletian was executed in Gaul, in 
Africa, and in Paleftine; but the traitors did 
not, as far as we know, vilify the authority of 
their books, even as a timid ftratagem to pre- 
ferve them, nor did they intimate in this apo- 
ftafy any fufpicion of a fpurious original. 
Why Ihould the Chriftians deliver their , books 
with lefs reluCtance to the officers of the Em¬ 
peror, who could punifh oppofition with death, 
than to the Fathers and their agents, who 
could only offer in exchange fpurious works 
for genuine, fince we may be affured that they 
would not have been fatisfied without having 
fome fubftitute for the books which they had 
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furrendered ? How the ancient Fathers could 
allow one work to be tranfmitted, and fup- 
prels another, of apparently higher authority, 
muft be explained by fome extraordinary in¬ 
fluence, which it is not recorded they ever obr 
tained over the minds of Chriftians in gener 
ral. It Ihould alfo be confidered, that all the 
Fathers were not in public Rations, and thole 
who were could have had only a very limited 
Ipbere of power. Belides, the foundation of 
the authority which their writings have at 
prefent is chiefly derived from their proximity 
to the times concerning .which they write; a 
circumftance which, during their lives, could 
not be the fource of any extraordinary or par¬ 
ticular influence, as they muft have only par¬ 
ticipated in it with others their contemporar 
ries. 

Nothing of this kind would have enabled 
them to tranfmit to pofterity a fet of Ipurious 
eyangelical hiftories, which might have been 
confuted by records, the authenticity of which 
might have been confirmed by persons, who 
had the lame opportunities of examining them 
ps the Fathers themlelves had. 

To provide for the tranfmifiion of their own 
.works would have required the formation of 
p moft lingular confederacy. They did not 


Digitized by 



9* 


SERMON III. 


however fucceed in this ; for moft of the va¬ 
luable competitions of the early times are loft, 
jiotwithftanding the intereft which the or¬ 
thodox evidently had, according to the hypo¬ 
thecs of “ The Diflbnance,” in preferring 
them from negle6t or injury. 

It is more than implied in another objec¬ 
tion, that the Fathers infidioufly permitted 
“ the works of a few other writers to be 
“ tranfmitted, who were all of them not only 
“ converts from Paganifm, but men who had 
** been educated and well inftru&ed in the 
philofophic fchools of the later Platonifts 
f' and Pythagoreans.” The author of “ The 
4t Diflbnance” folicitoufly infifts upon the au¬ 
thority of a celebrated writer on eccleliaftical 
hiftory for affirming, that “ the Chriftian 
“ teachers, who had been inttru6ted in the 
#* fehools of lophifts and rhetoricians, trans- 
f‘ ferred the arts of their matters to the Chrifi- 
i* tian difcipline, and adopted that mode of 
f‘ contending with their advertaries, in which 
truth was not fo much their aim as victory ; 
** and they were confirmed in this practice by 
“ the Platonifts, who aflerted, that a man did 
“ no wrong who fupported truth, when hard 
prefled, by deceit and lies. This viciouS 
f* eagernefs not to vanquith their, advertaries 
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“ by reafon and fair argument, but to over-' 
** throw and confound them, produced fo' 
'* many books, falfely attributed to perfons of 
“ great eminence and renown, to oppofe to' 
•* their antagonifts.” Whatever abfurd opi¬ 
nions the latter Platonifts conjoined with the 
profeffion of Chriftianity, or whatever unwor¬ 
thy methods they might employ in their con- 
troverfies, their teftimony is not affected where 
no philofophical or theological lubtlety was to 
be difcufled, no interpretation of Scripture 
propofed, and where particularly no difpute 
exifted concerning the fubjeft of their evi¬ 
dence. In this cafe it is of no moment whe¬ 
ther or not the witnefs were a philofopher 
before he w r as a Chriftian. His philofophy 
was an inftrument, which, if he had been dif- 
pofed to ufe it, he could not apply to the Am¬ 
ple fa6t of what books of the New Teftament 
were received in his time. But the martyr 
Juftin, although a philofopher, was not one of 
the latter Platonifts; and what books he con- 
fidered as authentic is not determined by a 
formal or authoritative enumeration, but his 
teftimony is collected from incidental cita¬ 
tions introduced, as various topics fuggefted 
their application. 

It has been aflerted by the author of the 
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“ Free Enquiry into the Miraculous Powers of 
“ the early Ages,” that forged “ books are 
“ applied to the defence of Chriftianity by the 
“ mod eminent Fathers of the fame ages, as 
“ true and genuine writings, and of equal au- 
“ thority with the Scriptures themfelves 
This affertion has not indeed retrained till this 
time without fome examination ; but it may 
not be ufelefs to enquire, how it is fupported 
in the infiance of one Father, whole valuable 
teftimony and extenfivg learning have been 
depreciated by this cenfure; I mean, Clement 
of Alexandria. 

The charge, which I propofe to repel on. 
the ground of exprefs enquiry, is this; that 
Clement has quoted the Preaching of Peter 
as authentic Scripture, and has aflociated the 
verfes of the Sibyll with the prophecies of the 
Old Teftament. This Father has frequently 
appealed to the firfl Epifile of Peter; and, 
from a comparifon of his mode of citing the 
genuine writings of the Apofile himfelf with 
that of the work, entitled, the Preaching of 
Peter, it appears, that he did not conlider the 
latter as authentic Scripture. He cites thq 
firft Epifile of Peter either without any in- 

1 

x Dr. Middleton, Introd. Difc. vol. i. p. 75; 
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trodu&ion y, or with the fimple addition* of 
his name, or with the preface, “ this is chiefly 
“ to be had in mind, which was laid a holily,” 
or by the Holy Spirit; the ct Teacher lays V* 
a name which in his work with this inicrip- 
tion he afcribes to the Lord ; “ the Lord 
** lays 0 ;” “ the admirable Peter fays d ;” “ Pe- 
“ ter in the Epillle 6 ;” “ Peter in the A6ts f .” 
On the other hand, in the various paflages, 
where he cites the Preaching of Peter, the 
extra&s are not introduced with any terms 
exprefling peculiar approbation, and much lefs 
which alcribe to them any authority. The 
form is univerlally either “ the Preaching of 
“ Peter,” or “ Peter in the Preaching,” un¬ 
accompanied with any of thole emphatic ad¬ 
ditions, which he ules in Ipeaking of the ca¬ 
nonical Epiflle. Betides, he is always cautious 
to mark the citation from the Preaching; 
whereas he is not always folicitous to lhew 
that his citations from the authentic writings 
are to be found there particularly, but only 

7 Clem. Alexandria, p. 40. 

a lb. p. 244. 

■ c lb. p. 261. 

* lb. p. 473. 5*5. 

n 


x ib. p. 103 . 
b lb. p. 350. 
d Ib. p. 457 * 
f Ib. p. 64$. 
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in fomie part of the general collection of the 
inspired writings 8 . < 

With relped: to the infertion of pafiages 
from the Sibylline verfes, it cannot be ah 
ledged that Clement has ranked them in au¬ 
thority with the prophecies of the Old Tefta- 
ment, although he mentions them together. 
“ Let the SibyU firft fing to us the hymn of 
“ lalvationand, after fome remarks on the 
citation, he proceeds ; “ But Jeremiah the 
*' prophet, full of all wifdom, or rather the 
“ Holy Spirit, fpeaking through Jeremiah, 
“ points out God to us.” Wherever this Fa¬ 
ther traces a fimilarity of fentiment, he tran- 
fcribes promifcuoufly from facred and profane 
authors; and out of fourteen paifages of the 
Sibylline verfes, two only accompany citations 
from Scripture: fo that we cannot deduce 
from their combination in this manner with 
Scripture any fuppofed equality in authority 
which we may not, with as much propriety, 
attribute to his other illuftrations of the fame 
fubjeCt, adduced at the fame time from Ho¬ 
mer, Orpheus, and Xenophon. 

S It does not feem “ fo difficult” as Lardner thought 
“ to decide what authority Clement afligned to this 
“ book.” Vol. ii. p. 339. - - ■ 
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Another circumftance, fuppofed to coun¬ 
teract the teftimony of the Fathers relative to 
the books of Scripture which were received 
in their refpeCtive ages, is difcovered h “ in the 
“ pretentions of the Fathers of the orthodox 
church of the latter half of the fecond cen- 
“ tury, and of the third, and of the members 
of the fame church after it was eftablifhed 
“ by Conftantine during feveral centuries, to 
u the fupernatural power of working roira- 
“ cles.” Gregory of ‘Neo-Caefarea, who lived 
in the middle of the third century, obtained, 
from a reputed power of performing miracles, 
the appellation of Thaumaturgus. But if the 
Fathers of the latter half of the fecond cen¬ 
tury, and of the third, had poflefled the fame 
power, the cognominal appellation would have 
conferred little or no diftinCtion upon one 
who only participated in a common gift. He 
does not affirm, in the fragments of his own 
writings, that he performed any miracles; and 
Ins life was written by a perion who lived a 
century fubfequent to fhefe times, and-who 
writes in a ftyle which renders the truth of 
the whole narrative fufpicious. The Fathers 
themfelves do not profefs ever to have had 

h Diffohance, p. 3 y 
H 2 
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this power, although they relate its effeCfcs, as 
matters of hiftory, when exercifed by others. 
The life of Chryfoftom has been compoled in 
a fimilar manner. He avers in his own works, 
with much repetition, that miracles were no 
longer performed ; and yet his biographer 
fpecifies in detail miracles of various kinds, 
which the Father is laid to have wrought for 
the benefit of the fick. 

It may be difficult to afcertain what period 
is comprifed in thofe “'feveral centuries” be¬ 
fore alluded to, which fucceeded the. age of 
Conftantine. In the eighth century, in the 
time of Gregory I. “ the miraculous powers” 
had cealed in the church by his own reluctant 
acknowledgment. Even at the clofe of the 
fourth century Chryfoftom lays, “ But be- 
“ caufe miracles are not wrought now, do 
“ not therefore conclude that none were 
“ wrought at that time; for then they were 
“ ufeful, but now they are not uleful;” and 
in another place he aflerts, “ God has now 
* f ceafed to work miracles.” I conceive how¬ 
ever, that when this Father relates that “ the 
“ alhes of the holy martyrs repel daemons,” 
we are not to infer that there is any contra¬ 
diction in his pofitions. The relics of mar¬ 
tyrs, whether they are laid to have counter- 
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adted the influence of daemons, or to have cured 
difeafes, were Hill never confidered as miracles, 
or as exceptions to the ceflation of miracles, or 
as contributing to the diflufion of Chriftianity, 
as proofs of its truth. The fame Father who 
records the property of repelling daemons, 
fuppofed to be inherent in the relics, and even 
communicated to the receptacles of their allies, 
teftifies alfo, that miracles were no longer 
needful; fb that we cannot regard this power 
as any thing more than a kind of honorary 
and inferior energy, or an attribute derived 
from the veneration of the faithful, and which 
extended no farther than to augment the re¬ 
putation of the relpedtive martyr. 

It appears therefore that the Fathers did 
not pretend to the “ fupernatural power of 
“ working miracles” at the periods which 
“ The Diflonance” afligns, nor indeed at any 
other whatever. The conclufion alfo, which 
we are required to draw, is; that the tefti- 
mony of thole, who pretended to miraculous 
powers, is not credible, not merely with re- 
fpedt to the exiftence of fuch powers at that 
time, and in thole perfons, but with relpedt 
to the authenticity of the books of the New 
Teflament; a conclufion which, if correct, 

h 3 
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would ftill fall fhort of its object, for dther 
evidence would remain after the invalidation 
of that of the Chriftian Fathers. 

The authenticity of the books of the New 
Teftament is thus impeached by a tenor of 
argument fo dark and devious, that the inves¬ 
tigation, with whatever profeflions it may be 
accompanied, will convince us, that truth was 
not the object of the enquiry, unlefs fallacy is 
to be confidered as the moft approved guide 
to certainty, and fophiftry the moft faithful 
auxiliary of reafon. To cite the opinion of 
one Father on a fubjeCt of inferior importance, 
and not Connected with faCts, for the purpofe 
of invalidating his teftimony upon every point 
of great moment, and with the means of full 
information; to attribute to the Fathers in ge¬ 
neral the aflumption of the power of working 
miracles, that he may ground an indefinite 
accufation of their moral incompetency as 
witnefles; to reprefent as fa&s what is not 
recorded in any hiftory ; to advance as truth 
what is only remotely probable; are arts, 
which can be employed by a difputant only 
with the irrational expectation, that perfons 
in general would complacently receive, with¬ 
out fufpicion, as firmly eftablifhed truths, re? 
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fults, to which it can be objected, that they 
have been obtained by means, the ufe of which 
is efientially inconfiftent with perfonal vera¬ 
city and integrity. 
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a Pet. i. 16. 

fVe have not followed cunningly devifed fables . 


During the interval between the afcen- 


fion of our Lord and the publication of the 
Gofpels in writing, the Chriflian difpenfation 
remained among the converts in the form of 
tradition. As it was at firll orally communi¬ 
cated to them, it was fubjeCt .to many of the 
imperfections of oral communication. Some¬ 
thing might have been added, or fupprefled, 
or miirepreiented, or mifunderftood, accord¬ 
ing to the prejudices, or zeal, or weaknefs of 
converts, or the artifices of falfe teachers. 


when the only ftandard to which they could 
refer any variations, either in the doCtrine or 
the hiftory, was the recollection of one party, 
oppofed to the alledged contrary recollection of 
another. The Apoftles indeed received a promife, 
that the Holy Ghoft ihould bring all things, 
which Jefus Chrift had faid on earth, to their 
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remembrance; but we have no authority to 
fay, that this affiftance was continued to other 
converts. We' do nQt expert that the provi¬ 
dence of God, which does not a<5b in vain, 
£hould neceflarily have interpofed in this man¬ 
ner after the knowledge of the Gofpel had 
been fo widely diffufed by its firft teachers, 
who alone were favoured with fupematural 
ftrength of recolle&ion. The extent of coun¬ 
try, and the diverfity of people to whom the 
Gofpel had been communicated, enfured, in a 
great degree, truth arid corre&nefs, whenever 
it fhould be committed to writing. What the 
circumftances were which might fbggeft the 
neceffity of perpetuating the fadts and doc¬ 
trines of Chriftianity in written- records at one 
time rather than at another, we are not in¬ 
formed. St. Luke was induced to compote 
his Gofpel by the appearance of other ac¬ 
counts of the fame fa&s. The publication of 
other narratives by other teachers would make 1 
the converts of the Apoftles alfo expedt, that 
the fyftem of their religion fhould be pre- 
ferved in the fame permanent manner by 
lome of their original inftru<ftors. It is an 7 
enquiry therefore more curious than neceflafy, 
to determine precifely the refpedtive dates of 
the firft three Gofpels. For, whether we adopf 
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the dates which contra#, or thofe which en¬ 
large, the interval between the afcenfion of 
our Lord and the appearance of the Gofpels 
m writing, ftill Chriftianity had been preached 
for a period of fufficient duration to enfure 
the complete inftru6tion of the new difciplee 
in the nature of its do&rines, and the biftory 
of its author. We muft fuppofe that the early 
teachers of this religion were qualified for 
their functions by ,the pofleffion of accurate 
'information on the topics peculiar to this reli-> 
gion. For we cannot imagine that, as far as 
correct knowledge and fincerity of intention 
were concerned, the qualifications for teach¬ 
ing could be in any refpe# inferior to thole 
which would be required for writing a Gof- 
pd. We are told indeed, by the beft tefti- 
mony, what were the qualifications of the 
petfon who was admitted to participate in 
the labours of the Apoftles. In fupplying 
the place of the traitorous difciple, it was 
judged necefiary that his fuccefibr fhould have 
a perfonal knowledge of our Saviour, his ac¬ 
tions, and his teaching. “ Wherefore of thefe 
“ men, which have companied with us all the 
“ time that the Lord Jefus went in and out 
“among us, beginning from the baptifm of 
“ John, unto that lame day that he was taken 


Digitized by v^ooQle 



108 SERMON IT. 

“ up from us, muft one be ordained Co be a 
“ witnefs with us of his refurre&ion Thefe 
qualifications are not to be reftri&ed to the 
knowledge, by which they might be able to 
verify the identity of our Lord’s perfon. They 
were defigned to include a perfect acquaint¬ 
ance with the hiftory of our Saviour’s life, 
and of the tranfa&ions which related to him 
during his abode on earth, of his refurredion 
from death, of his afcenfion into heaven, of 
the do&rines which he communicated, and of 
the precepts which he enjoined. A perfed 
knowledge of all thefe important fads muft 
of itfelf have imparted high authority to the 
preaching of the Apoftles, and was intended 
to have a due and correfponding influence on 
their hearers. Their natural and uninfpired 
teftimony was n#t an oftenfible inflrument, 
liable to be feperfeded by others of greater 
utility and efficacy, on which their fuccds 
principally and really depended. The requi- 
fites above defcribed were confidered as indif- 
penfable, notwithftanding the affiflance which 
the fucceffor of Judas would receive from the 
Holy Spirit, in common with the other Apo- 
ftles. 


a AQta i. 21, 22. 
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In another view it appears extraordinary, 
that thofe men, who were qualified as eye* 
witnefles for preaching the Golpel, £hould af¬ 
terwards find it expedient, through a copfci- 
oufnefs of inadequate knowledge, to recur to 
documents of inferior authority as neceflary 
for perfeding their brief hiftories. Their pre¬ 
vious preaching furniflhed their converts with 
a ftandard, by which the accuracy mid con* 
fifiency of the written Gofpel might be deter* 
mined. They could not preach doctrines and 
relate fads perfonally, and afterwards record 
others, inconfiftent with thefe, when the means 
of detection were obvious to all. The hifto* 
rical form given to the fubftance of their reli¬ 
gion would enable the new difciples to recoi¬ 
led a greater portion of it, and with more 
corrednefs, than if it had confifted of a lyftem 
of abftrad dodrines and unconneded prer 
cepts. The occafions, on which our Lord’s 
precepts were delivered, have a certain natural 
and neceflary connedion with the precepts 
themfelves, that imprints them more perma¬ 
nently on the memory. It is not neceflary 
to determine whether the members of the 
newly-eftablifhed churches received from hea¬ 
ven any peculiar aid, by which the naturally 
fugitive iroprefiions of oral teaching might re- 
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jnamperfeft in the recblle&ion till the infer- 
. mation was committed to writing. Without 
any intention of diminifhing the tneafure of 
the promifed gifts of the Holy Spirit, we need 
not infift upon the neceffity of their comma* 
nication in this inftance, becaufe the natural, 
although providential means, derived from a 
more early publication of the Gofpcls, were 
probably interpofed before the evangelical tra¬ 
ditions might require either renewal or cor¬ 
rection. b Tho(e writers, who affign dates to 
the firft three Gofpels at a confiderable inter¬ 
val from the time of our Lord’s a&enfion, 
oblige us to fuppofe, either that , the primitive 
Chriftians could not be left to the foie direct 

b The human motives for committing the Gofpel to 
writing are well affigned by a friend, whofe remarks I 
have infer ted in another part of this Difcourfe; the Rev. 
R. Warner of Bath. “To me it appears, that the Gofl- 
“ pels were written, not ib much to correit fcxifting er- 
“ rors, as to prevent future ones; to embody and perpe- 
“ tuate thofe fails and do&rines, the reality and truth of 
“ which the evangelical writers ‘ moft furely believed,’ 
“ and what they would of courle be anxious to put toge- 
“ ther and deliver in a written-form, for the.ufe of their 
“ hearers and profelytes, as early as they conveniently 
“ could, that in cafe of their own departure the Chrillian 
“ fyftem might remain with them perfeit and somplete. 

“ This has always weighed with me in adopting the hy- 
“ pothefis of the earlleji dates of the Gofpels.” 
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tion of tradition for lo long a time without 
the danger of their lofing or impairing, through 
imperfect recollection, the effential doCtrines 
of their religion, fo as to be unable to albert- 
tain clearly the truth and the correCt nels of 
the written documents, when they were deli¬ 
vered to the Chriftian churches; or elle, that 
feme fupernatural affiftance was afforded to 
lengthen their natural intellectual powers, 
both for receiving and retaining divine truth. : 

In a “ Diflertation concerning the Origin 
“and Compofition of the three firft canonical 
“ Gofpels,” it is laid, that the Apoffles had 
made communications of lome of the evange¬ 
lical faCts, of which they had been eye-wit- 
nefles. Their firft communications, as we 
know from c Irenaeus, were oral, and confti- 
tuted the preaching by which they converted 
the nations to Chriftianity. Their written 
communications would naturally be addrefied 
to thblfe, who had been their hearers; to^hofb, 
who would preferve what was written on ac¬ 
count of their recollection of the effeCt which 
had been produced on themlelves by what 
they had heard. It is not probable that the 

c Non enim per literas traditam illam (veritatem fc.) 
fed per viram vocem. Adv. Haeref. lib. iii. c. a. 
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Apoltles would make communications, who¬ 
ever others might do, without dire&iqg them 
to fome ufeful or prepife objeCt. That objed 
was, the confirmation of their converts in the 
Chrifiian faith, which required the written to 
be no lefs latisfadtory and complete than the 
oral communication, and perhaps neatly the 
lame, Any hypothefis therefore mult faiV 
which fuppofes, that the corpmunicationp 
made by the Apoltles were fo imperfect as 
to form, “ not a finithed hitlory,” but qnly 
“ materials, for a hiftory.” On the contrary, 
it appears probable that the written apoftolical 
communications were the prelent Gofpels, 
and as perfect in form as was necefiary for aja 
hiltorical compofition, intended for the explar 
nation and proof of the truth of the.ChriftiaB 
difpenfation, and the foundation and teftof 
all future teaching. If there be any particular 
advantage in point of argument in .the re* 
motenefs of the date of the facts upon wfaiob 
I have reafoned; I mean, the previous preach* 
ing of the Apoltles ; it reaches, like the hypo¬ 
thefis of the author to whom I am referring, 
much higher d “ than that proof, which is 
“ derived from ancient manulcripts, from an- 

d Letters, p. 15. 
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“cient verlions, and from the quotations of 
" the Fathers.” 

The epiftles of St. Paul uniformly allude to 
this preaching, and do not imply that the 
Greek converts had at that time been inftrudt- 
ed by any other means. This is, we might 
fttppole, an irrefragable argument of the, pre¬ 
cedence, in point of time, of the epiftles of 
St. Paul to any of the written Gofpels; and, 
the A&s of the Apoftles thew, in conformity 
with the language of St. Paul, that Chriftianity 
was firft eftablhhed in other places, and by 
other teachers, in the lame manner. If it be 
allowable, in imitation of a learned e theolo¬ 
gical writer, to examine a work no further 
than the title for authority and proof, I might 
likewile derive an equal fupport of my poli¬ 
tico, if fuch fupport were not fupplied from 
better lources, from the apocryphal books of 
the fecond century, called, “ the Preaching of 
“ Peter,” and “ the Preaching of Paul.” 

e " I argtied, that the title of thofe works, the Gofpel 
" of the Twelve, and the Memoirs of the Apoftles, were 
“ derived from the title of the document which gave 
"them birth. But though I aigued from the titles of 
" thofe works to the title of the document N, yet I never 
"argued from the contents either of the Gofpel of the 
" Twelve, or of the Memoirs of the Apoftles, to the con - 
" tents of the document xJ 9 Marthas Letters, p. 36, 37. 

I 
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- • St? fiaul, /before^ fhad aby perfohal intef- 
courle with the Apoftles at JerufaloniiiprdaGh- 
*ed, by revelation? froM ; ;0ur?Savitmn4rfifflelf, 
tbC famegofpel as thCy ipreached. ;Tbey were 
lhtisfied that he had mot* preached a.ditfbient 
gofpel from their own, 'although hefiHacbriBt 
; participated with them is the 1 advantagevof 
either’oral or written comm uni catidneL odfrom 
an attentive examination of this reaftiiing, I 
conceive that it is not neceflhry to fuppofe 
the exigence of any previous documenfefwhat- 
ever, that may be conlidered as the bafis of 
the firft three Gofpels, becaufe thele Gofpels 
do not contain any thing- which might not 
have been there inferted by means of perfonal 
knowledge, aided, but not fuperfeded, by the 
common gift of inipiration. ^ . 

If however we are to liippofe, that fwne 
original document did exiflr, and that it was 
incorporated with the Gofpels, it muft have 
been com pofed without any particular view 
to publication, and not defigned for any Spe¬ 
cific objeCt, (as it is laid to have been imper¬ 
fect,) until others fliould be publifbed on the 
fame fubjeCt, which required the aid or expla¬ 
nation of fuch a fupplemenfcary addition. Its 
exiftence however, its original ufe, its fubfe- 
quent incorporation, and its final difappear- 
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wee, are equally unfupported by hiftory or 
probability. 

• IWben it was abforbed inf the Gofpels, the 
Original was foam loll, becaule it was no Ion- 1 
igerSebeflary; and f “few copies are fuppofed 
;f/ntd)iila'cd eVer exifted.” That the ApOftles 
teVe^aJammitted- to writing any fads relative 
tin the .hiftory of our Saviour, which they did 
InqOdefignrfor the inftrudion of others, is not 
probable*. The regard of the new converts 
forwwhat the Apoflles had preached would 
interesft the former in the prefertation of every 
thing that the Apoftles bad written. 

The mode of multiplying copies by tran- 
fcribers might, for any thing we know, have 
been a matter of very conliderable Charge and 
coll to the poorer converts, and of courfe not 
likely.tci be undertaken unneceflarily; but, not- 
withftanding this obliacle, the multiplication 
of them -is proved by the fubfequent progrefs 
of Chriftianity. We cannot pretend to enter 
upon a minute enquiry refpeding the fourees 
of the means, which the early Chriftians pof- 
fefled, of defraying the chatge of copies of 
Ac- Scriptures. It is certain that,- wherever. 
Chriftianity was eftablilhed, copies of the Sqrip- 

» :. £ IHuftratioti of the Hypothefis, P- 57 -- 

I 2 
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tures, iin fuffieientpurnhers to prevent fits fefoe» 
verfionand decline, and to enfure its. polity* i 
rauft have been procured ip feme way, 
other. Wo may not be able tp compote^t^ 
expence* butt we cannot fuppofe that -Chri^f 
tianity long exiiled in any place where 
cords were fcantily difperfed. If then- th? s 
expence of tranfcription were no ob$aclft t fft, 
thp tpultiplicationof copies at the firft |d^n 
lion of the Gofpel, we may conclude, tha^^h 
WOuld be no obftacle afterwards; for the dif¬ 
ference between thefe two points of time,,ffa$ 
tpo fmall to admit of fuchan augmentation q£ 
expence as to. prevent .the, difperfion of 
copies. ; Indeed* if it operated at all, it jwqul^ 
rather have a contrary, effe#. , ^n iAgreaj&d’ 
facility in executing this ipecies of labour 
would: tend to dimioiiih j the expense.,. : Tfri* 
argument is tlill further weakened, if we con¬ 
fer the lhortnefs of the writings whioh 'the 
Apoftles are iuppofed to have eommunicatafp 
fe that whether we refer to the corripehdidiiS’ 
brevity of theie fuppofed apoftojical worbs^, 
Or, the lhortnefSiof :; the 

publication* and that of theirndfre ©oiaplete 
Evangelical hifhraes, r we muft ; be 1 pdrfuaded; 
that the expence of copying cannot; be iffign- 
ed as a reafon why % feagll r«J^%r o/, 5 4epa 
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onty* ffibfftd'be? phblttbed and difperfed. If 
at)oV^ alluded to had -been of 
ajW^fbt^Kcbfl ^attthority,’ the * ^eal of the con- 
^fe°H»W)tild J inoft probably in either cafe 
Bjh^ ! ^nCtbafed' the dumber of copies, and 
cSbfe<f an 1 anxious attention to the prefer- 
Vfttlbn tip them ; Whilft the neceflary retire- 
ififeift'^h'd' privacy of the firft Chriftians af- 
fortefel fherri fefflcient leifure for this eroploy- 
iHertP' ! • • '■ 

'fe i§ riot neceflary to have recourfe to the 
ferlhef fuppofltiOn, that the copies werC s loft 
& the tlfiie " Jerufalem was deftroyed, and : 
w, Jtrdaea itfelf fubverted," if it Were true that 
they* "Were u already conlidered by Chriftians 
‘^abufelefs, and regarded with abhorrence by 
^ the^Jews. 1 *’ But the Jews would not have 
Bid’moire refpebt for the Gofpels themfelves, 

'■ 0 • i / . i • 

'* I fcahhot refufe mylelf the pleafure of tranfcribing 
from theoppofite page of'my: MS. the following remarks 
of ay^ry a^le and eloquent writer, my friend, the Bev, 
R. Warner, of Bath : “ The deftruftion of Jerufalem does 
rt not appear to be an event likely to have produced the 
‘Mdfe d? any thing highly efteemed by the Chriftians; 
^tfcwa* not effe&ed in a moment, but was the work of 
Bcfid^s, ths Chriftians, I apprehend, forewarned 
“qf what was to happen, were fufficiently on their 
<c guard^ to have fecured themfelves, as well as every 
^thirig impoirtknce to them.^ 

I 3 
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than they had for the document, on which, 
the Gofpels were founded. The Chriftians- 
might indeed have loft their Gofpels “ in the 
“ convulfions of that period,” if they had not 
been influenced by a particular regard to pre- 
ferve them; hut the fmall number of copies 
in exillence, according to the hyppthefis, 
would have operated in awakening their foil* 
citude, and invigorating their exertions, for 
their prefervation. The copies of the Gofpels, 
and the memorials of the preaching of the 
Apoftles, were too widely diftufed to be annU 
bilated at the deftru<ftion of Jerufalem. AU 
the evangelifts, except St. John, were dead, 
and their Gofpels were publiflied; hor pan it 
be fuppofed that, even at Jerulalem, thofe 
Chriftians, who had fuch warning to fly to the 
mountains, would not remove the evidences 
of their religion to the place of lafety, to 
which they themfelves were inftrudted tq fly. 
The document then, if any fuch ever exifted, 
muft have been an object of care at this time, 
A period of convulfion and national diftreft 
would have made the Chriftians attentive to 
the prefervation of every authentic record of 
their religion ; particularly* when the • dan¬ 
ger, which extended to the minuteft objeA of 
concern, ahd tWreatened the document itfelf, 
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imgjhtvh&ve decoyed, tj»e, fuller account, t^at 
canfafarod tb^! document, whieh,if preferyed, 
mi^thaveitmufe again. ; 'h 

it however* it fjeems, is to, be 
attributed to ,another .*> paufe; for we are jn- 
formedj tthat the -church was concerned only 
witbxsyoqauonieal Gofpels, but the document 
“ wsasiij^ier fak«6 into the canon.” But flill, 
ifdt bad; ever-e*iRed, it would have parti^r 
patw^dfo that regard and veneration whieb : 
wrfteidue. to'the pri^nal authority and recep^ 
tiouupfy the Canonical Gofpels., For therein 
grtat proteability that , the; Gofpels thcmfelye^r 
werw* repaved by the firft Chriftians,, not 
merely becaufe i fueh books were written jhy. 
certain perfous,; but likewife becaufe. thefe, 
booksttcoincided with* that preaching, by whiph 
they, themfelves had been inftru&ed and cop,-, 
rertedv i From this, coincidence it is probably, 
that dhfcWritteo records of the, Chrifliau p$i- 
gian deiiyed fjtbeir claims to an acknpyyle^gy 
ment ofl jtheHr , ^uthe$ticity, not ftomanyd^ 
emSiftf itbfe Apoftles adhmbJed at JcrufaJjn^ 
The iAjpofttesihfld; preached a certain do&yg^ 
asdi^ropagaitedt! neartaih - ;.*»£. tbey^w$$ 

to takuitarei^hat thieyidid write w^at.^af 

■ T ^L C -' oxlj .)» Io!m jj juiw 

I 4 
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contradi<ftoiy ( tp eitlj^r.:, $nd of this, agreement 
their converts were ,to bo the judges.. The 
written Gotpels themfelves were, fubfequent- 
1y, the guide to other teachers, and the teft in 
the hands of other converts; but they had 
originally been examined by a rule, which 
would fully eftablifh the confiftency of the 
authors, and would determine by this, among 
other proofs, the reality of the divine aflift- 
ance in their compoiitions. Is it, in Abort, ne- 
ceflary to reduce the meafure of inspiration, 
or to annihilate it altogether, in order the bet-> 
ter to account for certain verbal agreerpents, 
or minute difcrepancies, in. the narEative&of 
the authors of the New Testament ? Thftibo 
lpiration was a^promife which retied-' oos the 
lame authority with the other promiles ,Qf ); tbfl 
Scriptures; and one of its offices was, tp 
what the document, by the hypothecs, 
not calculated to do, “ to call ail tlnftgS<iQ 
“ their remembrance.” > f!R , : ,j 

It is to be i lamented that, thpful^e&of/tbe; 
origin of the three jfirll (iolpels Jias beep;ppMK 

} I allude to an abipand 

Rev. D. Veyfie, B. D. ^te fellp^ .of, Om 

ford. The examination of Mr. Marfli’s ^Jypetheili*/was 
neceflary, and the expofure of its, jnadftB»yy i» fuccefs- 
fulj but I confefs I thould have been, mpre/fatisfied if 
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Hied by Another writer on a fimilar principle 
of the exiftCnce of imaginary documents. It 
is, I conceive, a mifiake to affurae that the ex- 
iftence of a given writing is a queftion to be 
decided by a fuperiority of one hypothefis to 
another. The queftion itfelf is a queftion of 
feds, of which we have no information, con¬ 
nected with the operation of a iupernatural 
power, the nature of which we do not under¬ 
hand. Every hypothefis on this fubjeCt mufl:, 
probably from our ignorance, exclude infpira- 
tion in a greater or lefs degree; and it mult 
therefore be defective, becaufe that afiiftance 
cannot be meafured under all the circumftances 
of the compofition of the Gofpels. But were 
we to declare that we neither can, nor with 
to account for the verbal agreement in the 
narratives of the Evangelifts, how would the 
eaufe of Chriftianity be difgraced by the 
avowal of fuch an incurious difpofition, or by 
filch an expofure of irremediable ignorance ? 
How far would fuch a confefiion extend } 
Merely ib the acknowledgment, that we did 

Ad 'above ‘eflay J bad‘rioncluded with proving, that liypo-, 
thisfts was irtaSdrtriflfible in determining a queftion of fa^ft. 
Mr.‘'MSrfti’s'Hypothefis might be correctly denominated, 
A W ^brfFoti of die private lives of the £van- 

gelifts and Apoftlesi 0 r h J '" : ' i ' 
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p?kwer? ; written, *ad i did, **& iaftemift t-ft)fu^» 
pl^i bji epfij@f$ureutbe defers, M&nyiiiofii&te} 
ppkvatehiftQfyof ijthe AppftHfl$>; npfc tQi^apI A? 
theory pf infpiration t© the nature »hd qu#>m. 
tity ; Qf infpmmtipp wl\i^h; we ere 
Pftfe, previoufly exifted in writing. • ; ifoifiloa 
: iWith regard to the prefervatjon©fi,tbq rem 
cOrdsef the Ghriftian religion, itjbas^ihsej^ 
laid, that both the. wifdpra add gopdofcfitfjif/ 
God required the interpofitkn of his -prwfirfc 
denoe to preferve "pure and uncorrupt <* the- 
"■genuine authentic records of\ that QofpeL 
“ which he had thought fit, at the expend? ef 
" fo many miracles and prophecies, to puhJUh 
“ to the world.” To lay nothing of thepsev 
furaption of adjudging the duties; of .dhpne 
wifdom and goodnefe, whichwhk fuchiepk 
effrontery here obtrudes itfdf, let it be reeel*, 
lefted, that, as foon as th? Gofpefe were i?Oro ? 
mitted to writing, and made ,puhlic, the au¬ 
thenticity of thefe books was fubje& to .the 
feme laws of evidence as any othen written 
document whatsoever. The Almightyidid^not 
lubfiitute other ^sounds of. ecedihdity for*the 
reception of the evangelical writinga, 4 ofthe 

nt t KiDiflonasa:^ P*^hp,;xh,(T , i:u.^C 
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plate ofthofe "which are regained'as necef-» 
fary for' the eftabliflimdnt of the truth of any 
tiiftory that contains fb&s of an ordinary na¬ 
ture; ; And the diffufion of Chriflianity among 
nations which had attained todifterent degrees 
of improvement, and fqblifted under different 
political forms, has not been attended with 
any peculiar fluctuation in the purity of its 
records that can be fuppofed to be connected 
with the interefts oppofed to it, or the learned 
difputes which arofe after its eftablifhment, 
Yet it feems to be implied in the fuppofi- 
tion of “ The Diflbnance,” that whenever 
the doCtrines of Chriflianity, or its precepts, 
or itsi feCts, oppofed the theories of fome, as 
well as the interefts of others, that an at- 
teftfpt was then made to pervert the writings 
in* Which' the precepts, fads, and doCtrines 
were tOfitained; or that fome events were 
continoalty occurring, the effeCts of which 
upon ^the.fkcred books it required the band 
of the Alprtighty to avert or to fruftrate. 
One writer' indeed has conjectured, 1 “ that 
“theoiCaHt#eal -Writings of the New Tefta- 
y^evd concealed in the coders of pri- 
^^te churches, or peffons, till the time of 


1 Dodwell, Diff. in Iren. p. fftJ.Toland’s tranflationy 
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"Trajan,' of* everi perhaps bf* Hadriaft; J that 
** they might riot come to the fchbwlftig&'of 
"'the Catholic church. 1 **' Had thi& ! bebhf l ari 
Cftablilhed faCt, we muft have received it'bn 
the credit of the author, and have accotrrited 
fbr it as we were able. But it is evidbft^tiiat 
fit is only a conjecture. It would othermfe 
have protracted the period of tradltibh tb’hn 
extent, which would have required the coh^ 
flriftt interpbfitibn of a miraculous pdweritb 
pteferve it in its original integrity. It would 
alfb have fupported the invidious hypotfr^ 
13s of thofe, who think that the Chriftians 
could riot but have uled every opportunity iS 
their power of adapting to their own putpdi^r 
all the exifling copies of the New TeftrimbnC? 
Thele Chriftians are laid indeed to have with- 2 
held their copies from general inlpebtion, uri- 
dter the appreherifion of danger; but it does 
riot appear that they had recourfe to this pro¬ 
ject even in the perfecution of Diocletian: and 
indeed it would be more difficult to vindicate 
the purity of the books of the New- Tefta- 
ffient, if it had happened that there was a 
time when the Chriftians had at once in their 
hands every copy of the books of s the evan¬ 
gelical collection. o 

It is further dated, upon the fame ground 
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.^eftanj^t had. beqn ptt1?U<?ly 
^,ci^4^te4 r . they* weald, have been oyeiH 
‘4,whefco$d by tb$ wdritode M, apocryphal 

y,^^wi,“%>pQfititious books, fo that the Scrjp- 
“ s tMres cQuld not have been diftinguithed from 
^belfe;, without a new examination, and a 
ntPev teftimony.” This argument refts upon 
the aCumption, that the apocryphal and fup- 
pyliririous books were intended by their a»t 
tbprs, or by thqfe: who ufed them, to %>er- 
fede, ,pr to be fpbilitiited.in, the plaqe qf, jthe 
^pknowledged writings of the New: Telia-, 
ptept., . : Eccdehaftical hillory.dpes not pofdirm. 
apjfc^rt qf this liifpicion. But if fuch had 
bpejprthe, defign of the writers, it wquldffldll 
baypvbeen neceflary to examine what. might 
berlhqanthprity of,the. books, which were, then. 
WCp|ved r and of thole, which were produced, 
ajthfMgh at o. fuhlequent period, in competi- 

'w D^tlwfeil In Iren. • 

‘•Trtjfeflof - 'L^fs feema to have had limil&r doubts. 
“ Weftbv^isj^feqUentiniormation iHnadequat^ to efta- 
< lb^gj ? ^hft.ap^en^c^y q£ the. ffiriptuj*s ( pf the^evsr.y^f. 
“tament. It is too recent, and the .foregoing centuries 

Ii5m qi r>nn A Ar J r^>-TT i r -i V 

5 were too repfete with fpunous and forged works, to be 
iilffruSSiiig us conficlentfyiwhatx writings were 
“ aftually compofed by the difciples Qf}jgfo$ r *aa tilae, foil 
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tion fbrthe fame audidriljy ^oiJgiChwffi^hS/ 
The cireufntfence of mere prieritfp'taf jaitticU- 
tiort >of the Gofpftis couldvndt hare^midfeoftuih 
an enquiry fupetfihous at anytime, butcp&rti- 
ctilarly at fo late a period as the reignofdHa- 
drian". i,rr -“to Vs^nmni girf T 

>'■ It is however of importance 'to infifttijaift 
the obfervation, that thofe, who ufed apoen^- 
phal books, did not on this account 
genuine apoftolical writings. The p Mitrodtf- 
fians, who received the gofpel of the^Iirhraey 
of Jefus Chriftj perverted thf mempiflgg add 
miiapplied different: paflages of the threO'fwft 
Gofpels; in confirmation of their OwrtmpJ- 
nions ; but they did * not falfify the wo*d»^ our 
infert fpurious additions. We may conclude, 
that thofe books of Scripture, which c&|<pani> 
cular led interpreted in their own yfavbttf, 
with a view to deduce fome iupport ttva ^par¬ 
ticular fyftem, were received as 'authentic’: 
but it is lingular, that they feetned taprfe#r 
the fap&ion of Scripture, when they irii^ht 
have- appealed exclulively-to their ©Wfli ajjW*- 
cryphal treathas.f* ' - o vjnjoi) ano lemso 

Some, however, of the older ’heretics, bafc 

J * ‘ ’ .• '• ‘ : ; ' i ''•* K\0 ifitlyti v; r 

... ®. tiadriaxi.bega«4o.rdgn A.Dr. biu. 

P Irenaeus, p. 91-^93. . , •„ ‘ -fir 
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SrffetftwdBb^mites and- rMar aconites/ land 4 fame 
•‘focfthaf Ipretended -Gbriftmosy vaflejeded fohie 
iftthooks'ofothC NewlTeftaaieipili^ buttfteir.au- 
-frithprity,” it iis laid, ff can;bfc of rto< wejght,as 
iftihty nQpirfi'itJot' (fitirfy. pafs; fCr Chriftians.” 
Ibis fummary condemnation of thefe wit- 
oe|ie$tWill natexeufe us from the&rthetf la- 
boudkpf Inquiring into the reafons on which 
thety^re jobjedcd to- Whether they! Were 
Chrifttatne n®f 1 nofc is a qucftion which has no 
rjfejiericeftoo tthte, fubjjeCL It d©e6 hot affedt 
tthe antiquity, ofithet period when- thefe pefcfotos 
ftve4*,riortheir .proximity to the apoftolkal 
-times* . Their teftimony, if favourable, would 
^perhaps have been regarded as* important from 
yhis very cireumftance of proximity; and when 
inioppofttion, if it be not formidable, it is Xt 
leaft worthy of examination. The Ebianites 
however certainly received one Golpel, that 
of St. Matthew*; the Mareionites, that of $t. 
Luke j and the Gnoftics, that of St. John. 
The queftion then is, whether thole perforts 
are to be denominated Chriftians, who re¬ 
ceived one Gofpel only. But all the primitive 
Chriftians were at firft, through neceffity in- 

<1 Richardfon on the Canon of the New Teflainent; 
arid Cockburn’s Hiftorieal Differtatioit on the books of 
the New Teftanaent, p. i. 
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deed, in the fame (ituation; for they could 
not probably know that • others exifted, unlefs 
the three firft Gofpels were compofed and 
publithed, and interchanged among the va¬ 
rious Chriliian communities at the fame time. 
Indeed there might have been a natural par¬ 
tiality % the QofpeV written by 
by whqnp the Chrillians of a certain, 
country were converted. IJehdea,, as* ah 
^pqftles preached the ,fame Gpipel, contauy$£ 
nearly the tame.fa&s, and promwjgatii^.tb* 
lapje doiftrine, the reception of one Go%sb 
without mutilation, copld not jqftly 
perfops to the lof$ of the name and <hth**£i$| 
of Chriftians; and it is indeed rathef to £$ 
cqnfidened as one of the technical reproaches 
of controverfy. 'It appears that t^e 
craliaps, Cerinthjans, the followers ofPood** 
cus and Cerdon, received the tame books of 
Scripture that other Qhriftiansjseerivfldy.; fie* 
radeon the Valenti nian compofed comments 
on feveral parts of the New Teftament, and 
probably, as it is fuppofed, on all the books, 
Origen indeed, in his reply,to Celfus, has && 
that none but the Valentimaas, tbe Marcion- 

1 See Lardner, under the refpe£Uve r<^pp <^ . 

tians, &c, ... 
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itc$, and the difciples of Lucius, corrupted 
the Scriptures. But had any of the alterations 
of thefe heretics contaminated the generality 
of the copies of the Scriptures, it muft have 
been difcOvered by the traces of their peculiar 
opinions in fuch variations. 
u< ftkd«aWthor of “ The Dfflbnance” fuppofes 
ScHptdres Wert; corrupted in the ‘ftU 
#£& feid-thifd -ceftturies, becattffe at this tirtib 
rtHifttP’^erfohs Wrote apocryphal books ; ahrf 1 
thh^tHfnfitson was eafy from ohe fraud to the 
otkfev But admitting the principle, tMt th^ 
*lrtied'^pa8age$ Wdhld prbtitfbly- be aicbim-'' 
t ah ditOd to the peeulidr tenets Of* the tfeSta-* 

that r “ rione of the 
mariufefipts brought frbrti Greectf 
bufe htfy heretical dOgiftaand that “fad 

^ThS^ion etiafb for dfttinguifhihg the oTtho- 

k) rJfafi'-l ;r.': 


Kj pp. *9. 33. “ IiT tdt coditibirf 
“ ace aw qwdsm httfstenus-reperta eft* 

“ffWi h»ffiti^ dag^ti fitveat) ne jam dicam de codic 
u emus l^rpcis Latinorum imprimis de noftro Cantabrj- 
*gram cjuiqiie "Luc. vi. 5. viros do&os aliter judicare. 
v (Mftt Varietates partinr heglig^ntia, partini 

“ ftwiirr'wiiiillStidi WktHfltfttoptorum fsfcrorum honori 
“ eonfulenti, originem debeant, nec xgit^iov relinqnitur, 
“ quo librarius orthodoxus ab hseretico diftinguatur, nec 
“ rRfotirdehibriltftri poteft, in folos hsereticos cadere aut 
“ negligentiam^ «dt ftudimn emendandi.” 
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rtr%ftl^rib«iVr’’ ,|t may 
bp ^ferfeji*) rjf cpnOPiv»>t from tbefe fads, that 
&mfi iftf-the* -h^tifsteofj^t^their ow# pH- 
wati^ fe?^S'only, 4 i ajRjd rthe igpfpfllrt^i this or 
that hCTefiartbi W^.^enpte only, a copy’of a 
part of the Scriptures,; alte|^ in various inodes 
to; .favour the principle*’of their fyftppvand 
nota n^w* fabrication of their t owrv. chtTbri 
may eiplaintbe admiffion pf only one Golpel 
among ieveral of the fe&s, but this admidion 
does not imply a renuneiation of the W#jpn 
the ground of want pf authority. <-.- yix y. , u 

It is the. .opinion of .an»enpuenti writer on, 
the Qanon of the New: Teftaments thafc .thei 
heretics, thofe especially pho icoinpftfedan 
apocryphal gofpel, could nofctmcereewotb'e’WP 
regard thofe, which wereauth^ ratio and cano¬ 
nical. Bafilides is; faid torhaYe *jf*, compofed 
“ twenty-four books on fcheiXJQfpelorthis is 
“ thought to imply his own.gpipeh and f not 
*' any of oursand. it ri con/idered as much 
“ the more probable opiqkwv” “ beoaufe it 
“ cannot be imagined that h$refiarch would 
“ lhew fb great refpe<ft to ours.” It is not 
certain that Ba(Hides didi fabricate an apocry¬ 
phal gofpel, but it iS more probable that he 

1 Jones, Canon of the New Teft. vol. i. p. 177. 
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)«fei£%i!ieteer h^ifeinaA^‘C^|)Qfial'iaiigo^fel 
or ««9 fee rkgiwftthat of Sfj i Matthew; 
v'nffctffehd^^z&^rfel^ thj$ fee r$S&ed?the 
fi “oth^r ) threC. M 3, Letieius, or LuOamis, titLis 
’ i ateritfedi i ^rrfiithed a large proportion of T the 
apocryphal works, which, neverthelefs, -itr is 
<$)t>e rCtnarkfed*, do not contradidttbe general 
fil&s) dfthe canonical Scriptures. Hisfrol- 
(fe#er^AocGOrdlng, to the y hypothetical deda- 
tttfefr* of OHgen, are thought Qjffeawnakwred 
the received • books of the New Telha?neat; 
ahS^H i^ to he prefomed thaty if they received 
thertridvettwith theifown alterafckmB, they 
'tfcdlrjOttjdeviate from the injundioiis andprae- 
tice ofothefeaHaften: *at kaft it is ewdifntj lhat 
they && not i prefer 'his oompofitions alt^e- 
theflrt» 'the ^evangelical hiftories. If tbknbe 
corre6Uyyijepreferitied,and I am not ftnfible 
that* it ii^aha?cumte, We fball nofcqggratate 
the ndh«gdr>to > which the faith of the early 
Ctttiftaasfc \vas f expofed, although “ therifpti- 
'fiousfiwwdh^si ofhereticswere not rejefted, 
•><« 81 Jl , 811/0 o.t jjoc-b. ; ci -f/ 

M<f8dqSr^jd!>ifdBt3fe5b »!>, .- o ^ / :m; \n:: ' 

\Jipd Jones oq this Capop of 

the New Teftamenr. ' : ' " 

T Ot/uu Sc xcA tov; oath A exave. lib. ii. p. 77" Edit. 
Cant. ■ . . -iiai s/j io nous.3 ssr.i". 
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■*?'nof td bpwareof 

“ them .for^iwtw&” ;> - ; ;> 

It is indeed iuggefted, that the catholic 
church ihould have taken,; thefe precautions 
of determining the; authenticity or fgurjouf- 
nefsof the books of the New Teftament. To 
determine however what we are .tp ^ndeE- 
Hand by . the catholic church at this ppfjotf,, >is 
not eafy, fo as to he able to form any ,nptipn 
of its concurrence,in a geitei^l^ajft.^i^e^s, 
it is here fuppofed, that thefe<fp.,urioq$ 

.had been difperfed to nearly, the,fenjie extent 
as the authentic Scriptures, if the efjeds of 
their contents required the interpolitjen of the 
catholic church. But how could ,t^e;^niwns 
of all the churches have been coty^te^ftr the 
determination of this queftion. ? T]be pjiyjffch 
■acquired more real ftrength without .fqqh flu 
interpofition, than it could have ^pbt^ipqd J?y 
it. The lpurious works appealed npt {indeed 
without the oppofition and qenfure qf ^n^^- 
•duals, but they were not fpppre^^ipr fiig- 
■matized by the authority pf the, churcfy^'yfre 
fentence of individuals W^ J?P)tggai$ed 
.unlefs founded upon enquiry ap^.p^anpna- 
tion: a body of perfods may jdpjjr^p^iippr 
cenfure, alluring others that they have indivi¬ 
dually enquired and, examined, find without 
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fpecifying tine redforiS of their eohcldfion. But 
it is obvious that fuch deter irtina&bOS chn have 
froweigbt ortitle to itegaWt: ; - 

: It‘his been oMerved, that the ** writtogs 
*'of the * Apoffles were fb conjoined with the 
" apocryphal, that it Was hot irtanifeft, byarty 
“ rnatk or public cenfure of the churchy which 
*' Of’fhfef two Ihould be preferred to the other.'’ 
It' bds appeared from previous obfervationS, 
tll^ , '&ii9 iriark or 1 cenfure was unneceflaiy, 
hiiibkufe it' WaS : riot the defign even of the au- 
ftots' Of 1 “the apOCryphal books to ‘fitbftitute 
thehi iff the place Of the writings of the Apo- 
ftle&. J ‘fb k dhtis/feiStory to knoW, that we do 
’oiit prefent canon of Scripture From 
ifee’fAtfei^ibfitedri Of the churchf, (fixating what 
bdO&S Were gertOirte, and what book# were 
^ttiOus‘. ;ior rhe cbhibnt of the churches, both 
hs'W What they received, and What they re- 
jd&ftfl, 1 Whs 1 tftfe refiilf of independent enquiry, 
hn^ hot’ the effeA of a confederacy of Ipiri- 
Itihl ifhlfe^^’jhe ftrhtagems of a party.' The 
liberty Of 1 'Judginent, Whether flowing from 
the fKlte bif fhe (bhfiftians at the time, or from 
airy l r6HgiOu% fdrbearanBe, is indicated by the 
nuirierobs' Wtitiugs^and fe6£s of heretics ; and, 

- * ToJand from Dodwefl,'p. > 7liy*. 

K 3 


Digitized by v^rC ne 



SKU MON >I¥, 


184 f 

ilbW^ ifeay^uflgef' frdttfetbe? afperiiiesfeif’ their 
cOtiffoVerf&l lunguagfe, thbiradwifariesUwould 
f<^l^ly hSfV«4)eefn ^/tisfiiedi with appofittg r tbe 
underlain and; circuitous iwfhraimt of acgutoeaat 
orily; if, us tt' body} theychad pofl&fled easier 
power oftheir own, or coaid have *■ engaged 
that of the civil magiftrate on their behalf. 
Th0lfe v titties dvA he regarded as; favourable 
to Cbriftianity, which, when its farther pr6- 
grbfe tots •>*» he JedeCted by means of vbritteo 
documents, obliged its prdfeflbrs' to appeals 1 
theotindertianding alone for the conviction* of 
their advetferies. :: yj bsc. 

*l?be determination however, d£ tbequefiion' 
relatfCe *to> the caitonijcal hooks has beep ws v 
folved into authority of forte ki nd. It » is febo< 
opinion of an ♦eminenfwTiter i :thalr thevApfeq 
lltes' approvedawd authorized-certainilwbkk> 
of the canon, 'and", that-.-; <f v4cjlihi(MnttlmdirdA; 
“ tmafimitted to the churches to provd ^hem 
apoftoltcalj” r a atfft yr 

it is ^ certainly a lingular circurnftanceitbati 
the form at lead of fuch a warrant for the re- 

* iRitthardfon, Canon of the Newr Teft. Vindicates!/ 

p« 7—9* ■ odfj’j. •* 

' b I had not r£ad at this time the obfervations of Kfj- 
chaefiS,TOLi. p. 88. ^Another proof which has beeir 
€€ given is much ftronger than the former; ?iz. that the 
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ception of the <aBaml«ali b«)les has not been 
any where* praferved; ; . unpbrtSnee was 

fiich, that it ought always to have, accom¬ 
panied the inftrurnftnt itfelf,'which it fane-, 
tiondd, particularly as fo momentous a cofr- 
fequencewas involved in the exiftence af i&ch 
a formulary; namely, that what was approved 
“ by; the Apoftles was, without; contcoveffy, 
“ dilated by the Holy Ghoft.” If we i apply 
this Tide to-the Gofpels of St. Mark and -St. 
Lukeyit is not- neceffary to deduce their infpi- 
ration from any apoftolical recommendation. 
They had both preached the Gofpel; and, if 
one Committed to writing what St. Peter deli¬ 
vered* and the other the preaching, of St. Paul, 
it is probable that each of thefe written Gof- 
pels WaS fh*ft communicated to the converts 
of; thefe Apoftles, and it was unneceflary to 
add the- approbation as' a corroborating autho- 
rityywhen the oral teaching muft ultimately 
try the approbation itfelf, as well as the ge¬ 
nuine nefs of the written Gofpel. Befides, 

“ Apoftles themfelves have recommended thefe hooka as 
“ canonical; I£ that be true, all doubt of their canonical' 
w authority is removed. But which of the Apoftles has 
" given this recommendation or teftimony, and where is 
u it recorded ? In their epiftles, at leaft in refpeft to 
“ Luke, no trace is to be found.”* 

K 4 
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inri- 

tat$d>'.that db might have occafioned much 
perplexity > ata^yeiy early period, in diftin- 
guidbng the fpurions from the genuine apo- 
ftohoal , waitings. the queftionefinfpb 

ration could not have been folfclyHSopondeut 
on thn authenticity of a detachedaufcografdi. 
Theforgeries contained in -the ^dtChetafe thqvr 
how- inadequate fuoh afljuranee* would) have 
been, to fequre credibility, wfeeo thefeuaffu- 
rance$ bad; been : withheld foa< a .ooaGderable 
length oftwteufter the fuppofed ey«*i?;ih*d 
taken place. There can be noi dtnibtrth?*/ 
had; been any hidofical :gas*fio*6 fidah 
approbation, wq : tnuft have admitted: its ll»t' 
an, appeal to .authority, could- fc*r<^ybba**« 
been, made feeretly, when it, would 
b&te beenoneoefiary fw tbe Chridww tarsdeii 
to -M frequently and publicly for ; the; tabgftyta i 
tioupftnew b&Uevcrsv . •>!;. :•, w nub 

dtiisr indeed? laid, that wfc haw>hflfM^ 
“ fenitP afcRifee ipfpirotion t^theiwouhs^ia^ 
“ prophet, except when. he declares, ^fikeb/ 
“ that iwbat he writes it »f@Wf)d# and that; bet 
“ in thofe inftances aflumes that chamber. 

;*ui j 'J 1 i'"t \ v ) (■, isAJ> U'.j . ^ Xv*j k ilit> :X 

c $et $u?ae?» yak ivputw^a yiot 

d Michaelis, vol. i. p. 88. : ,e !: .ioiW 
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“ Bot 8fii&ifcfe%lifafew 

“ declared in any part of theft 1 writings.” 
But what fecurity for the validity of thefe 
claims to infpiration Ihould we find in men’s 
own affertions. c “ How do we know that 
“ tb^djqofes df ’E^tas, Tobk* Judith/ rvere^ 
“ Oe4T#0i«ftlj* in^fti rixl i and that 1 the books dF 
Judges; aftd others/ wdte 
I ‘**w*ktfchidby divine Ini|)iration, bUtfVom tth- 
j “ Wtbcalinot leam lt ftdhi'the books* 

‘‘sthenkittlves', fonothn apocryphal EfdfesifBt*. 
“fitafertwev - that he was divinely-IhP 

"iphted/whlchris mote than* the airthors -tifi 
“die bookrefrfofeua, Judges* Buth, or &ingst 
“ttdL ji8 it»'34njr of thole bodks/*’ Th& cfite- 
ri»n»iith0n'>U evjdently ambiguous; atfdi tbfi> 
qftaftion may admit feme dig^effive fesafnaiftS* 1 ' 
tteferiiat what triataner we are to prove the 
ialgilMd&tfddf th$fe writers. It isadthifted 
| that could not deduce k from their* ho#!* 
afimiiattaftv^ We could not ihfer' it from tbdir 
• beiftg antHrteiwpbfaries or companions df the 
A^QHIe^ do not realbn in thk-initoi-» 

mk ; v f ” hndilbiptlei acoompahied ati apdftfeon 

i 

e “ Tradition neceflary to explain and interpret th$ 
« Holy S cd y am ^ fiLftSI i^f8f £ 0 

f Michaelis, ypl. i. p, 88; : P u , ■' 
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“ his journies, therefore his writings are in- 
‘ c ipired:” >We are told, ” that a difciple 
“ might poflefs the gift of mirades^ be able 
“ to reft ore the lick, to fpeak languages which' 
** he had never learnt, and even- -be endowed 
“ with- the fpirit of prophecy, though' his 
** writings Were -not inspired.” It may- be 
conceded, that there is no neoeflary .connec¬ 
tion in thefe circumftarrces. To advert again 
to the argument from apofinlical approbation; 
nothing approaches lb near to a proof of fuch 
approbation having been given to St. Idee, 
than his compofttion of the»early hiftory of 
Cfariftianity, contained in the Ads of the Apo- 
ftles. But ftill the approbation itfelf is -not 
extant, however our reafonings frotn proba- 
bility only wonld juftify us in- aflumingfueh 
an authority for the undertaking, and fueb a' 
fandion to it after its completion. I -dO not 
indeed conceive how theinfpiration of one? 
perfon could be fo afcertained- as to i be jtj mat¬ 
ter of teftimony, which wast to berectived 
upon the evidence of another inipiirafcperfob. 
Infpiration itfelf does not appear tOs have/been? 
fufeeptible of that nice andrclear examination, 
which fhould be the ground of teftimony; not 
to omit, that this might occasion no unreafon- 
able fufpicion of collulion between the parties. 
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In what mannerthen can/Wcvbe fetisfied that 
they were iniphted ? It is true indeed, that all 
who preached did not alfa 'writeK a Gofpel; 
but it is probablethat they, who wrote a Gof¬ 
pel, had prevloufly preached litin ibme “ quar- 
“ ters” of the Jews or Gentiles; The preach¬ 
ing of the Gofpel was neceffarily attended* 
with the ability to perform miracles, which, 
while they teftified the divinity of: the. revela- 
tion, ‘eohftituted the evidence foc the autho- 
rity df ithe prea chet, and the great public and; 
eogenf prbof of his infpirationJ Gan any 
proofpeXScdpfritbat v b^ miracles, ofiinfpi ration,! 
or,q\fchat is <the? feme thing, n6 knowledge 
bring ^.revealed, be addrefled to the fenfes or' 
fhedoiwjenftaddmg? cTbe matunevofthe thing 
ddes/hgt. admit of any other proof* In what 
mariner (the fecultira of 1 the infpirednperfon 
atorafib&ed, bowfafe memory is affifted, tbat 
tbcduhje<9x and language of his communica¬ 
tion rane :>fbggefted, and do notoriginates tin 
hirafelfy>may be affirmed, > and perhaps imper- 
fe&fy^etcriferid * bdt >what direct : proof can 
MW5hdve/ttiat>ithi$jsfhisrealintelle<ftuaL'date^ 
It tie i jevident that! we cannot hive any. We 
may applyrthis' dotation tp the en quiry, whe- 
theiblfamgenninttO^aiRe bf;; demerits Somanus, 
wit’ifiO OfiJ :: : 
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ahd thoSe ofthe other “ apoftolic fathers, muft 
t( be received as genuine.” We muftpretnife, 
that the early Christians did not confider them 
as part Of the canon; and we muft admire 
their caution in hot raihly blending With the 
known productions of infpiration, thofe, which 
veneration far the Situation and characters of 
their authors might have impelled them to in¬ 
troduce. In the epiftle of Clemens, for ex¬ 
ample, it may be remarked, that the quota¬ 
tions from the books of Scripture furriith dll 
that is imperative 1 in his exhortation. There 
is nothing authoritative but what is derived 
from the words of the Holy Spirit, fpeaking 
m the writings of others; whereas a writer, 
who was himfelf infpired, would not appeal 
fo frequently for the Support of his injunc¬ 
tions, and Still lefs for the injunctions them- 
fblves, to extraneous authority. I do ndt pre¬ 
sume to afiert, that this was one of the rea¬ 
sons which prevented the Christians from af- 
figning to this epiStle the Same rank as to 
thoSe of St. Paul; but it is a circumstance 
Which, even in our judgment, would indi¬ 
cate fome deficiency itr the proof of inspi¬ 
ration. 

We are willing however to be accufed of 
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credulity in admitting the infpiratlon of Sf 
Marjtand St. Euke. Any apparent indon- 
fi^pncy pf theirs with the writings efSfc. 
Matthew and. St. John, in feveral particular 
dpesrpot derogate from infpiration. It merely 
thews qur ignorance of the mode how thefe 
^fritings ai'e to be reconciled. This is no 
fubtqr^ge.. :.Any fuppofed inconfitiency in 
thp Uprralives of the events of our Saviour’s 
qa^dry, where the fame ads wpre fo often 
reputed, within thecorapafs of a fm&ll tfa& 
of;ppuntry, and at fuch a variety of places 
and-ifeafonsj may bei refolved into a gratuitous 
ath^nption of identity in thofe incidents 
■whfph W^P r Pdlydifierent, or which odour- 
fe^.at ah^if^reut place, or at a different fea- 
% different-part of the fame road, 
op^y ?r f?C yillage. This however is an ineofi- 
of t^e lowed clafs. We have no- te- 
pqgnaflcips ■•>m the precepts, no failure of 
iiw®!ead-:.inhfi«dcsc We feall *iot 
ther/efc^e^aband^n the infpiration of St. Mark 
andf^Lp^e f upon the ground of difloaance 
fcpn thftt^her Evangelifts* The infidel might 
cjjjqd^p ary, eyceft)of harmonious uniformity, 
as an indication of collufive confederacy. But 
an .^equating ,foro one hand, 
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and a verbal agreement on the other, between 
.the Evangelifts, it is lingular that infpiration 
is equally excluded by the critic. We know 
indeed that contradictions are incontinent 
with inlpiration; but are we certain that a 
verbal agreement is incompatible with this 
gift of the Spirit ? We know what a contra¬ 
diction is; but an hiltorical difcrepancy is 
not to be confounded with variations which 
affeCt the principles of morality or the vera¬ 
city of the writer. There is therefore much 
latitude for the reconciliation of the alledged 
differences, without ufing the violent expe¬ 
dient of denying the inlpiration in order to 
.take away the neceflity of attempting to har- 
.monize fads, which were never perhaps in¬ 
tended to be identified with others, or might 
.be luppoled to be the fame fads without im- 
.puting to the authors contradiction- or incoh- 
fillency; or to thofe, who receive them as 
true, credulity and fuperllition. But let cre¬ 
dulity. and fuperllition be imputed to us. We 
pan fcarcely boaft of much ftrength of under- 
Handing, or of great Chriliian fortitude, even 
if we Ihould hold fall, againfl fuch tempta¬ 
tion, this part of our faith without waver¬ 
ing ; even if we Ihould nojt be influenced to 


Digitized by v^ooQle 



SERMON IV. 


143 


reject a great portion of the records of Chrif- 
tianky, by trite reproaches, dilhoneft argu¬ 
ment, unfounded portions, and perverted 
Scripture. 
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2 Pet. i. 1 6 . 

We have not followed cunningly devifed fables. 

In order to complete a part of the enquiry 
relative to the authenticity of the prefent ca¬ 
non of the New Teftament, we are in the 
next place to examine, whether “ the fecond 
“ and fucceeding centuries” were as favour¬ 
able as is reprefented to the corruption of the 
iacred writings; and whether the fabrication 
of books, which appeared at thofe periods 
under the names of apoftles, or apoftolical per- 
fons, tended to confound the diftin&ion be¬ 
tween authentic and fpurious records. The 
anthor of “ The Diflonance” conliders it to 
be fufficient if he refers his imaginary interpo¬ 
lations and corruptions to the copyifts of thofe 
ages, and is fatisfied that by fuch an intima¬ 
tion he produces full authority for his critical 
fuipicions, and for the impeachment of the 
credibility of all which he prefumes to flig- 
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matize. It is alledged, that, before the difco- 
very of a “ printing, it was very eafy for art- 
** ful or fuperftitious copyifts, not only to ia- 
“ terpolate authentic writings with fuch al- 
“ terations and additions as accorded with 
“ their own credulity or cunning, but even to 
*“ produce entire works of their own or others’ 
“ forgery, under the name of any writer they 
“ pleated.” The facility, upon which, the au¬ 
thor inlifts, of corrupting manufcripts before 
the invention of printing, is aftumed to be 
much greater than I conceive it really was. 
But this point will require farther elucidation. 
It may be remarked, and, had the obfervation 
been repeated as often as it* was neceflsury, 
it would have recurred with tirefome fre¬ 
quency, that there is no hiftorical proof of the 
other particulars. We are expected to adknit, 
without teftimony, that the copy ills o£i the 
facred writings were the perfons who were 
authors of certain forgeries, of the exiftenee 
of which no trace is to be difcovered? and 
that perfons engaged in this employment of 
tranfcribing the facred volumes, were more 
likely to be the authors of fuch ■ forgeries, than 
any other perfons. But we are entirdy'ijpw- 

' • ' . -n . . - ,.!.!• ■ 

» Diflbnance, p. 26, 47. ' 
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rant of the opinions of thefe copyifts, of the 
numbers that were employed, and of the 
mode of executing their tranfcripts ; and there¬ 
fore we cannot judge to what extent they 
■were able to difteminate the errors which they 
adopted or invented, and incorporated with 
the genuine apoftolical records. All that we 
know is, that fuch perfons had an opportunity 
of adapting their copies, by fraudulent altera¬ 
tions, to a certain lyftem of opinions; but 
there is no proof of fuch deviations from their 
originals. It is paly indeed to afcribe to thefe 
copyifts any moral qualities which may fup- 
port an hypothecs; but it is not according to 
nature, I conceive, to reprefent interpolated 
additions as originating in the credulity of the 
foperftitious, whofe character it rather is to 
ohifferve iuch a rigid accuracy as would not 
admit any departure from the facred arche¬ 
type. The iuperftitious icopyift muft be ex¬ 
cepted from the number of agents occupied 
in fahifying the genuine Scriptures, or in fa¬ 
bricating original fi&ions. But thefe credulous 
and fuperftitious agents are mere creatures of 
a fceptical imagination. They are to be re¬ 
garded only as neceflary conftituents of a gra¬ 
tuitous hypothefis, and whofe exiftence is no 
more to be admitted, than, the vibrations of 

L 2 
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the Hartleian theory, afcribed to b “a fub- 
“ fiance, which no man could ever prove to 
“ have vibrations, or to be capable of them.” 

It is more plaulible, perhaps, than jufi, to 
reprefent the invention of printing as a better 
fecurity againfi this fpecies of impofiure, than 
the multiplication of copies of competitions by 
means of tranferipts. It does not however 
appear from the hiftory of the times, that the 
books of the facred writings could have been 
more generally difperfed by means of the art 
of the typographer, than they were by the 
lets expeditious labour of the pen of the co- 
pyift. The efiablithment of Chriftianity might 
be fuppofed to be fufficiently fecure on the 
foundation of the authority of its firft teachers, 
and!upon tradition. But its further progrefi 
could not be enfured without the opportunity 
of recurring to the records of the religion, in 
order to verify the inftruCtion which they re¬ 
ceived, or to fatisfy the doubts that would 
naturally arife in minds more inquilitive and 
more accufiomed to intellectual exertion. We 
are further to confider, that the collation, of 
copies would not have been more facilitated 
by the art of printing. This fpecies of labour, 

■ b Reid’s Eflays, p. 94. edit. 4to. 
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although it was the more immediate concern 
of perfons who might be expedted to be the 
guardians of the integrity and purity of the 
lacred books, might have been fo eafy, that 
fhe mere impulfe of curiofity would have been' 
a fufficient inducement to undertake it, even 
without any fufpicion of differences and con- 
tradidtions. We muff alfo remember, that 
when no other mode of multiplying copies of 
writings was known but by means of manu- 
fcripts, the difcrimination of each nice parti- 

•V . 

cular was eafy and familiar to the contempo¬ 
rary reader. The argument however of the 
objedtor is reduced, towards the conclufion of 
the ftatement, to a form of allertion, mitigated 
and tempered, perhaps, on account of his own 
fufpfcions of its invalidity. “ This pradtice,” 
hie lays c , ,e of interpolation and forgery was 
“ adVually fo common amongll feveral, who 
“ called themfelves Chriftians, in the fecond 
* r and fucceeding centuries, that, if what we 
“‘c^ll the fcriptures of the New Teftament 
“ were not fo tampered with, they are almoft 
“ 'the only writings upon the lame fubjedt of 
“ mole early times which have efcaped free.” 
"VVi’tli an adverfary, who avails himfelf of 

c Diflonance, p. 27, 
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every minute circumftance which can be made 
to favour his hypothefis, it cannot be thought 
hypercritical or uncandid to obferve, that “ if 
“ the practice was common amortgft feverat. 
“ only, who called themfelves Chriftians,” 
their whole lives muft have been occupied in 
this employment; and yet the names of thefe 
falfaries have not been preferved, nor any par¬ 
ticulars refpeCting their frauds. Their bulineft 
muft be fuppofed to have confifted in corrupt¬ 
ing the Scriptures,, and in forging writings in 
confonance to thofe corruptions. In examin¬ 
ing this queftion of the corruption of the 
Scriptures, it is not however intended to be 
affirmed, that opportunities were not eafily 
afforded of attempting any alterations in the 
facred books; but we are to feparate the ac¬ 
tions of individuals from thofe changes, which 
are thought to have been effected by Chrif- 
tians in their collective, capacity. Some of 
the alterations of St. Luke’s Gofpel by Mar- 
cion are refolvable into the variations of co¬ 
pies; yet he did accommodate the Scripture 
to his own fentiments, but not without de¬ 
tection and cenfure. The imaginary falfaries 
of “ The Difionance,” however, although they 
aCted under the direction, and with the autho- 
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rity, of a fuppofed corrupt church, have not 
yet been difcovered. 

• In confidering the queftion of the diffufion 
of tranfcripts from various originals, we attri¬ 
bute perhaps more advantages to the invention 
of printing than ought to be afcribed to it. 
The mere mention of this fplendid acquifition 
operates upon the mind in a confufed man¬ 
ner, and feems to imply a vilible and direct 
fuperiority oyer the mode of communication 
by means of the hand-writing of individuals. 
It may perhaps appear, upon enquiry, that 
this prefumed fuperiority is queftionable when 
referred, to this particular infiance, the difper- 
fion of copies of the fcriptures of the New 
Teflament. 

With regard to the facility of multiplying 
copies of, thefe books, one confequence fhould 
bave.enfued, which did not take place. Had 
they been provided flowly, or at very confi- 
derable charge, the promulgation of Chrillia- 
mty^mufj; have been impeded by both thefe 
caufes. Ruf even if the whole of the prefent 
Collection had been copied by the fame indi¬ 
vidual, his ^eal and indufiry need not be fup¬ 
pofed to,exceed the zeal and indufiry of later 
ages, a 3 exerted in the fimilar occupation of 
copying the liturgical offices of the church. 

l 4 
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The legal incapacities of the early Chriftians 
for civil offices, and their indifference to 
worldly advantages and purfuits, produced na¬ 
turally a fpeculative and retired mode of life. 
This afforded much Opportunity for fedentary 
employment, and the multiplication of copies 
of the facred Scriptures was probably the only 
active bufinefs in which they intereffed them- 
felves. 

We may remark, that in a printed book, 
whatever fubfequent infertion may be fuf- 
pe&ed, its detection would be more difficult 
than in any manufcript. Every printed book 
retains and repeats errors of every kind, and 
prefents an uniformity of miffake in every 
copy : whereas in a manufcript one tran- 
fcript checks the errors of another, becaufe 
we oppofe the negligence of one individual 
to the greater care of another; or at leaft we 
have the contingency, that the fame error has 
not been committed by different perfons. In 
every different manufcript we can generally 
apply, or we can diffinguifh when we do ap¬ 
ply, to the diligence of a different perfon; 
whereas, in a printed book, the errors of the 
fame individual perplex every reader of the 
work, without any refource. 

The very chara&er of the letters of a ma- 
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nufcript is a criterion of its date*and a mea- 
itire of its value; and fubfequent infertions 
prelent the marks of a different period. Thefe 
niceties, but all of them of great moment, 
are loft, when the Contents of a manufcript 
are transferred to a printed book. 

The iubftitution of printed books for ma- 
nufcripts was not defirable at the period when 
it is fuppofed that the art of printing would 
have been a better fecurity againft impofition 
than the art of the tranferiber. There are 
many nice particulars which would betray 
anachronifmal errors. Indeed there is fcarcely 
any thing; both from the materials employed, 
and the formation of the letters, which does 
not afford an appropriate indication of dates. 
Thefe are incommunicable almoft by descrip¬ 
tion, and could not have been transferred by 
initiation into the copies deftined for general 
ufe. We ihould not omit likewife to notice, 
feat where all learning was in the form of 
manuferipts only, the discrimination of age, 
mid the particulars neceflary to give authority 
to any writing, muft have been familiar, and 
have occaliqned little or no trouble, and cer- 
' tainly none to have produced much uncer¬ 
tainty. 

The invention of the art of printing would 
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in reality h^ye been detrimental, had it been 
introduced when, according to the fuppo- 
fition of fome perfons, it would have been 
attended with greater utility. Although the 
materials of manufcripts are fufficiently fra¬ 
gile, and liable to decay and injury, yet* 
when they have been copied, lets care for 
the prefervation of the originals has been 
confidered as neceflary upon the fijippofi- 
tion, that an inftrument of equivalent autho¬ 
rity has been fubftituted. We cannot pre- 
cifely afcertain the length of time before this 
would take place; but we may be allured, 
that this diminution of attention would, fooner 
or later, be the effect of the introdu&ion of 
a new fpecies of cultody, which would be re¬ 
garded as fuperfeding any troublefome dili- 
gence that might have been previously re¬ 
quired to protect them from the ordinary ca- 
fualties of lituation or nature. Would it have 
been delirable, we may alk, to have had fuch 
an art as that of printing, at fuch a period, 
which would have had fuch an efFe<ft as this ? 
The evidence for the Gofpel hiftory, when 
in the form of a writing, would have been 
greatly reduced in quantity, and would bate 
been made doubtful and even fuipicious in 
kind. 
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The atithbr of ’‘ The Diffonancie” has ob¬ 
jected, inaplaufible manner, to the authority 
of that multiplicity of copies, which we fup- 
pofe to have been derived from the fame ori¬ 
ginal. He has again recourfe to his ufual> 
expedient, a fallacious analogy, to illuflrate 
his argument. He compares the cafe to that 
6f a Will, where one copy only can poflefs 
full authority. But the comparifon of a copy 
of a writing and of a will is defective. The 
drcumftances of a will originate in the perfon 
whole will it is laid to be; and if it cannot be 
proved to be his, it is of no confequence 
Whole it may be, or what are the circum- 
fiances, as they are all dependent upon the 
determination, who was the individual. A 
copy of a writing may have every marie of 
genuinenefs as a hiflory, and every criterion 
of probability; and we may be fatisfied of its 
truth, although we fhould not be acquainted 
With the name of its author. Internal evi¬ 
dence and analogy are admiffible in reafoningi 
on the genuinenefs of a narrative; whereas 
they are excluded abfolutely by the nature 
of a teftamentary inllrument. A hiftory ad-; 
mits teftimony relative to the circumfiances 
and fads; but a will does not admit any but 
what is relative to the perfon who made it. 
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It feems as if the author of “ The Diflonance” 
had at length difeovered a cafe, where the 
copy of a writing, after one remove from the 
original, was of no value as evidence, without 
confidering that the nature of the contents of 
each writing gives the fpecific difference to 
the evidence in queftion. 

It is afferted in “ The Diflonance,” with 
reipeCt to the writings d “ which are attri- 
“ buted to any Chriftian writers within the 
“ firft half of the fecond century, that of the 
“ whole collection there is no fatisfaCtory 
“ proof that any one compofition worth no- 
“ tice is really the work of the writer whole 
“ name it bears, except the firft Epiftle of 
“ Clemens the Roman; and even that this has 
*' been evidently corrupted.” The argument 
which is deduced from this obfervation ought 
to be well examined. Becaufe there are doubts 
relpeCting the authenticity of feme ancient 
writings on certain fubjeCts connected with 
Chriftianity, therefore we can have no better' 
proof relpeCting the genuinenels of other writ- 
ings, of greater antiquity, and of different 
authority and importance. The queftion is 
artfully contrived to appear to depend upon 

4 Diflonance, p. ay. 
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the confideration of time, when it really re¬ 
lates to another particular. The argument in¬ 
deed, if it were expe&ed to have any weight, 
Ihould have Jhewed, that the difficulty of de¬ 
termining the authenticity of thefe writings 
was either contemporary with the writings 
themfelves, or that there was no criterion by 
which their real authority could, be afcer- 
tained; or, that although the evidence of the 
authenticity of fuch writings was obfcure and 
defective, yet they had been received as parts 
of the ancient colle&ion of Scripture;, and 
therefore that the records of Chriftianity it- 
felf, from being nearly contemporary writings; 
were not 4 capable of more fubftantial authenti¬ 
cation than the Shepherd of Hermas, or the 
epiftles of Clement. It is however fortunate 
that this dehifion has terminated even in fome 
diftant age of the church. We may rather 
perhaps be fatisfied, that, if there was any 
reafon for doubt in ccrtnpolitions of great anti¬ 
quity and of fmall fize, fufficient teftimony 
has remained to direct our judgment in af- 
Jigning to them due authority, and a proper 
place in a clafs fubordinate to the authentic 
writings of apoftles and evangelifts. But there 
is no teftimony of the early enlargement of 
the canon by the infertion of works of du- 
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Jbious claims, and the fubfeqaent contraction 
■of it by the rejection of fuch writings, upon 
the difcovery of their want of authority. We 
know indeed that it did not originally confift 
of lb many books; bat it 1 was never fub&- 
tjuently diminilhed by the neceflity of obviat¬ 
ing the precipitate admiffion of ambiguous 
writings. Xhe prefervation of the brief letter to 
Philemon is a proof of the care of the Chriftian 
aflemblies in the cuftody of their documents; 
and the exclufion of the Shepherd of Hernuts 
and the genuine epiftle of Clement from the 
canon thews alfo, that the canon was sot form¬ 
ed without the exercife of judgment, and a 
cautious examination of its future epnftituent 
portions. It ought to be proved by an adver- 
lary who is never perplexed for the invention 
of objections, that the Chriftian communions 
did riot poflels, or, if they poftefted, did not 
ufe, the evidence which we have at -this day; 
that the practice of fofgery and interpolation 
had prevailed, fo as to render ulelefs the ordi¬ 
nary rules of determining the authenticity and 
genuinenefs of any writing, and that what 
they received they received in this Hate of 
confufion and perplexity, and that the collec¬ 
tion of the fcriptures of the New Teftament 
was haftily and ignorantly Separated from a 
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mats of writings contemporary in their publi¬ 
cation, each of which had apparently an equal 
claim to be a conftituent part of the proje&ed 
canon, and thofe certainly, that prefented 
themfelves to notice with the commendatory 
and authoritative diftin&ion of an apoflolical 
name. The author of “The Diflonance” indeed 
fays, e “ that every competent impartial judge 
ft muft agree with the truly learned and candid 
“ Moflieim, that of the whole collection there 
“ is no fatisfa&ory proof that any piece worth 
■** notice is really the work of the writer whofe 
“ name it -bears, except the firftepiftle of Cle- 
** mens the Roman.” But this difpovery was 
not referved for the fagacity and erudition of 
Molheim, ®dr for the literary refearches of his 
age. Eufebius was as well acquainted with 
the different evidence for the authority of 
both, and has fpoken of the two epiftles as 
Mofheim himielf would fpeak. “ One un- 
M doubted epiftle of his is circulated. The 
M fame epiftle I have known to be publicly 
■*f recited in many churches, both formerly 
and an our own times.” Of the other epiftle 
he fpeaks in .Hlhis manner : “ We are to learn 
i( that* there is a fecond epiftle of Clement; 

1 * DMbnanc^^p.ay. ' 
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“ not fo notable as the former, and we know 
“ that the ancients did not ufe it.” Neither 
did he afcribe undue authority, to the Shep¬ 
herd of Hermas, or the epiftie of §t. Bar¬ 
nabas. r.-.’.ioa v 

It is further clear, that' theaground on which 
one book was received,' ‘Shd: another rejected, 
was not merely, thartrritmevwsass written by a 
heretic, and the btHemby’ a perfon of the ca¬ 
tholic church. Eufebiu^ fpeaking in a well 
known paflage ; of [pertain gofpels and aCts, 
fays, that “ they wfere the inventions of he- 
“ reties, and are not fo much as to be ranked 
“ among fpurious books, but are to be rejected 
“ as wicked and abfurd.” The production of 
thefe paflages is fo far ufeful, that we perceive 
that the fame criterion was applied to one 
writing as to another, and that examination 
preceded cenfure. 

It might perhaps be fuppofed, that in the 
early periods of the critical art the Chriflians 
might receive books, which, after its intro¬ 
duction, and in its improved Hate, they, or at 
leaft others, would have rejected. This is 
however rather to anticipate, than to reply to 
an objection which has been actually ad*- 
vanced. The fiibjeCt then of examination 
would be either fuppofititious books, or cor- 
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juptions Of ithe Scriptures. It has however 
appeared, that the heretics, who ufed certain 
spurious and apocryphal books in conjunction 
with the Scriptures, did not alledge any obr 
JeCtion derogatory to the authenticity of the 
latter, although they appealed for the fupport 
of their peculiar fentiments to writings of no 
authority. Sacred criticiftu might be laid to 
cotifift at that time of two branches only; 
tiie diferira&ation of genuine and authentic 
from fpurious CortipofitionS, add the collection, 
or rather perhaps the observation, of variations 
of the copies of the Scriptures, fuppofed to have 
been altered by heretical individuals, from thole 
copies which were in general ufe. This fecond 
dwifion was not negleCted; and the comparifon 
of different copies among the early Ghriftians, 
whether a matter -of neoeflity or curiofity, of 
common or of official vigilance, or the effeCt 
of a reafonable jealoufy of innovation, muff: 
from thefe caufes have been frequently under¬ 
taken. The ffandard would fir ft be, the evan¬ 
gelical and apoftolical autographs, as long as 
they could be preferved entire; and after¬ 
wards, accurate tranferipts from thefe, fo that 
an examination of this kind might to a certain 
degree be denominated critical. But when 
Tertullian, in his controverfial work againff 
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Marcion, affirms, that his Gofpel was ge¬ 
nuine, and that of Marcion adulterated; and 
when Marcion is f reprefented as retorting the 
imputation, and Tertullian alking, “ Who thall 
“ decide between us ?” we are anxious to 
know what he regarded as fufficient to termi¬ 
nate fuch a doubt; and we find that it was 
the confideration of the priority of time, and 
the writings in the pofleffion of the churches 
founded by the Apoftles; not the decrees of 
churches, but the books which the moft an¬ 
cient churches followed as their fource of reli¬ 
gious infiru6tion, and the law of their a&ions; 
in Ihort, it was virtually the comparifon of the 
copies of the Scriptures among the various 
Chriftian communities, diftinft from any exer¬ 
tion of power on their part to recommend, or 
to conftitute fiich a canon of Scripture, and no 
other authority whatever. It may perhaps be 

f “ Quis inter nos determinabit, nifi temporis ratio ei 
praefcribens au&oritatqjfn, quod antiquius reperietur; et 
ei praejudicafis vitiationem, quod pofterius revincetur ? *.. 
Videamus quod lac a Paulo Corinthii hauferintj ad quam 
regulam Galatae fint recorrefti; quid legant Philippenfes, 
Theflalonicenfes, Ephefii; quid etiam Romani de proximo 
fonent, quibus Evangelium et Petrus et Paulus fanguine 
quoque fuo fignatum reliquerunt. Habemus et Joannis 
alumnas ecclefias. Tertull. adv. Marc. lib. iv. p.504,505. 
edit. Lutet. 1634. 
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worthy of tranfient notice, that the paflage of 
sTertullian to which I refer has been lately em¬ 
ployed by one of the Socinian improvers of the 
verfion of the New Teftament to (hew the ho- 
nefty of the Father in acknowledging, that the 
queftion could not be determined whether his 
Gofpel or Marcion’s were the true one. But 
the Father has not any title to the praife of ho- 
nefty from this h modern upon the ground of 
the confellion, that fuch a queftion muft re¬ 
main undecided; for he appeals to antiquity 
as the arbitrator, not in any remote part of 
the tame treatife, but in the fame fentence, 
and in words which furnith the anfwer to his 
own interrogation : “ Quis inter nos deter- 
“ minabit, nil! temporis * ratio ei prsefcribens 
“ au&oritatem, quod antiquius reperietur; et 
" ei praejudicans vitiationem, quod pofterius 
“ revincetur.” 

* Tertull. adv. Marcion. t. i. p. 504. Lutet. 1634. 

h I cannot have much refpeft for the diffent of a per- 
foo who adapts his authorities to his argument by omif- 
fions. To do full juftice to the author of the letter in 
the Monthly Repofitory of Theology, No. 44, I {hall 
certainly ftate, that after determinant he has put. 
but he has alfo placed a note of interrogation after deter¬ 
minate, as if the fentence were jinijbed . 

The author fays, that “ Epiphanius accufes Marcion 
“ of corrupting and mutilating his copy of LukeV Gofr 
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It is difficult, and indeed it is the prominent 
difficulty in the whole of this enquiry, to dilco- 

“ pel; but Marciou himfelf maintains his copy to be ge- 
u nuine.” Monthly Rep. $. 42$. Dr. Marih, in his notes 
on Michaelis, fays, “ But that Marcion ufed St. Luke’s 
" Gofpel at all, is a pofition which has been taken for 
“ granted* without the leaft proof. Marcion hiipfctf 
“ never pretended that it was the Gofpel, of St. Luk& 
“ as Tertullian acknowledges, faying, * Marcion Evan- 
( gelio fuo nullum afcribit autorem. 9 Adv. Marc. lib. iv. 
“ c. a.” The whole paflage fliould be given: “ Denique 
“nobis fidem ex Apoftolis Joannes et Matthseus infinu* 
“ ant ; ex Apoftolicis, Lucas et Marcus inftaurant, iifdem 
“ regulis exorfi, quantum ad unicum Deum attinet Grea- 
“ torem, et Qhriftum ejus, natum ex virgine, fupplemen- 
u turn Legis et Prophetarum. Viderit enim fi narratio- 
“ num difpofkio variavit, dummodo de capite fidei conve- 
“ niatj de quo cum Marcione non conyenit. Contra 
", Marcion, evangelio fcilicet fuo, nullum adfcribit aufto^. 
“ rem; quafi non licuerit illi titulum quoque adfingere, 
“ cui nefas non fuit ipfum corpus evertere. Et poflem 
“ hie jam gradum figere, non agnofeendum contendens 
“ opus, quod non erigat frontem, quod nullam conftan- 
n tiam prqeferat, nullam fidem repromittat de plenitudiqe 
“ titufi, et profeflkme debits au&oris. Sed per omnia 
“ congredi malumus, neo diffimulamus quod ex noftro 
intelligi poteft. Nam ex iis comjnentatoribus quos 
“ habemus, Lucam videtur Marcion elegiffe quem css* 
“ deret.” Tertullian wiihed that he cottld have eftaWifbed 
the fa&, that it was the golfcel of this or that writer, be* 
caufe he had then his mode of arguing prepared for bis 
antagonift. “ We/ 9 faith he, as Dr. Barrow has tmnf- 
lated the paflage, (t when we would diipatjdtagdftft he- 
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rer apy fa<£s whatever; and even thofe which 
are collected do not preclude the neceffity of 

“ reties for the faith of the Gofpel, do commonly ufe 
“ thefe fhort ways, which do maintain both the order of 
“ times preferibing againft the latenefs of impoftors, and 
“ the authority of the churches patronizing apoftolical 
w tradition V* Tertullian ufes another Word for Mar- 
cion’s fyftem; he calls it the Gofpel of Marcion, and 
fays, that although fuch was the mode of proceeding 
with heretics, yet in this cafe “ fed alium jam hinc ini- 
w mus gradum, ipfum (ut profefli fumus) Evangelium 
“ Marcionis provocantes, fic qiioque probatuli adultera- 
u turn.” The author of the letter avers boldly, “ The 
“ fa& then is clear. The difputed chapters were wanting 
" in the copy of Marcion, a Chriftian writer of unim- 
" peached integrity, in the beginning of the fecoftd cen- 
* tury, who maintained, that his was the genuine un- 
{C adulterated Gofpel of Luke ; who probably had much 
v better opportunities of information than thofe who 
u came after him, ahd who Could have fid inducement 
u to have rejected this narrative, had it been related by 
u the Evangelift.” Monthly llep. p. 425. I fhould ras 
ther think that the opinion in the following paffage 
would be that inducement: u Marcion, ut carnem Chriftl 
tt negaret, negavit etiam nativitatem, aut ut nativitatem 
“ negaret, negavit et carnem, fcilicet ne invicem fibi tefii- 
“ monium redderent et refponderent, nativitas card, 
i( quia riec nativitas fine carne, nec caro fine nativi 
u tate.” It would feem that Marcion had obje&ed to the 
fa&s contained in thefe chapters, as Tertullian intimates * 
u His, opinor, cofiflliis tot originalia inftrumenta Chri/H 

• Dr. Barrow on the Pope's Supremacy, p. Ilf. 
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hypothetical reafoning, either by relating im¬ 
mediately to the fubje#, or by fupplying eafy 
and indifputable inferences. Eufebius how¬ 
ever has preferved an extra# from an ancient 
anonymous writer on the fubje# of the altera¬ 
tions of copies of the Scriptures by fome early 
heretics. It is a curious example of their 
practice, and thews that the evidence of an¬ 
cient writers was not founded upon authority 
exclufive of examination. »“ They who abufe 
“ the fciences of the infidels for the fupport 
“ of their heretical fentiments, and with an 
“ impious fubtlety adulterate the Ample faith 
“ of the divine Scriptures ; of fuch men what 
“ need I fay, that they are far from the faith ? 

“ delete Marcion aufus eft, ne caro ejus probaretur.” 
After further expoftulation he fays, “ defiderantes ratio- 
“ nem qua non putaveris natum efle Chriftum.” Tertull. 
de Came Chrifti, cap. i—3. The heretics were required 
to {hew their originals, or the authority for the devia¬ 
tions in their books from thofe received in general; but 
Marcion certainly did not appeal even to any known 
apoftolical writer. And the anonymous author againft 
Artemo fays, that “ they did not receive fuch books 
“ from thofe by whom they were firft taught the Chrif- 
“tian do&rinethat u the copies had been written out 
? c with their own hands 5” and that they were not “ able 
“ to produce the copies from whence they tranfcribed 
“ thefe things.” 

’ Lardner’s tranflation, 


Digitized by CjOOQle 



SERMON Y. 


167 


“ for which reafon they have without fear laid 
“ their hands upon the divine Scriptures, fay- 
“ ing, that they have amended them. And 
“ that I do not charge them falfely any one 
“ may know that pleafeth. For if any one 
“ will be at the pains to procure a number of 
" their copies, and compare them together, he 
“ will find that they difagree very much. 
“ For the copies of Afclepiades (or Afclepio- 
“ dotus) differ from thofe of Theodotus. And 
“ many of them may be met with, becaufe 
“their difciples have diligently tranfcribed 
“ their feveral emendations, as they call them, 
“but indeed corruptions. Again, the copies 
“ of Hermophilus agree not with thefe already 
“ mentioned. And thole of Apollonides (or 
“Apollonius) differ one from another: for 
“ any one, by comparing thole firft put out 
“ with thefe, which were afterwards again 
“ perverted by him, may perceive a difference. 
“ How daring a crime this is, polfibly they 
“ themfelves are not ignorant: for either they 
“ do not believe the divine Scriptures to have 
“ been dictated by the Holy Spirit, and then 
“ they are infidels; or elfe they think theta- 
“ felves wifer than the Holy Spirit, and what 
“ are they then but mad men ? For they can- 
“ not deny this their daring crime, fince the 
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“ Gopiei hare been Writ out with their own 
“ hands; and they did not receive fucb books 
u ftom thofe by whom they were firft taught 
“ the Chriftian doctrine: nor are they able 
*■ to produce the copies, from whence they 
*' tranfcribed thefe things k .” To this extract 
it has been objedfced, “ that it is probable that 
“ all the alterations or corruptions complained 
“ of concerned only the copies of the Old 
Teftament.” But a palfage in a preceding 
part of the citation, expreffed in fimilar lan* 
guage, will not permit us to avail ourfelves of 
the advantage, if advantage it can be called, 
of transferring thefe corruptions to other au* 
then tic books. “ Moreover,” lays the feme 
author, “ they have without fear corrupted 
“ the divine Scriptures, and have rejected the 
*' rule or canon of the ancient faith, and have 
«* been ignorant of Chrift l.” 

C 

k Eufcb. Hift. Ecclef. lib. v. verf. fin. 

I To this palfage I may add others from Lardner him- 
lelf, which (hew that the Scriptures of the New, and not 
the Old Teftament, Were the fubjeft of this citation. 

i. “ The defign of the firft pafiftg^ of work ife t» 
“ Ihew the noyelty of $at herefy, that o r ur Saviour was 
u a, mere man; whereas the perfons againft whoip the 
“ author writes aflerted its antiquity.” We may now 
obferve how the fobfequent palfages relate to this topic, 
and confequently to thofe books which contain k. • * 
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It is, not perhaps a correft afiertion of the 


a. “For they fay, that all the ancients, and even the A-> 

,f poftles themfelves, received and taught the fame things 
“ which they now hcdd; and that the truth of the Gof- 
tf pel was preferred till the time of Viftor: but by his 
** fucceflbr (or, from the time of his fuoceffor) ZephyrinC 
“ the truth hat been corrupted.” The. words * of the 
“ Gafpel” are! inferred by Lardner. 1 do not mean that 
the fenfe of the pafiage does not juftify fuch an infertion; 
but it evinces how he himfelf underftood the tendency of 
the quotation. 

3. “ And poffibly what they fay might have been ere* 
K dited, if, firftof all, the divine Scriptures did not contra* 
“ di& them; and then alfo, fecondly, the writings of bre* 
“ thren mare ancient than Vidor, whieh they publifhed in 
“ defence of the truth againft the Gentiles, and againft the 

* herefies of their time.” “ The brethren mentioned by 
u name,” proceeds Lardner, " are Jtrflin, Miltiades, Ta* 

dan, Clement, Irenaeus, Melito, with a general appeal 
“ to many more not named, and to ancient hymns, com* 

* pofed by the faithful in honour of Chrift.” Lardner 
has not given the full import of the fentence. “ Who 
i{ is unacquainted with the books of Irenasus, and Me* 
“ lito, and the reft, which declare the Chrift to be God 
w arid man ? How many pfalms and hymns, compofed 

long fince by faithful brethren, celebrate and afcribe 

divinity to the Chrift the Word of God!” This is what 
was faid “ in honour of Chrift.” 

4. “ There was one Natalis, a confeflor, not long ago, 
H hat in our times. This perfon was deceived by Afcle- 

* piodatus, and another, Tbeodotus, a banker, both dif- 

* ciples of the firft, who had been excomipunicated by 
*Vi6bor for this opinion, or rather madnefk^ It was 
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very learned author of the Canon of the New 

before aUedged by the heretics, that the “ truth of the 
“ Gofpel,” or their own opinion, was preferved till the 
“ time of ViCtor.” To which it is replied, that " what 
f( they fay might have been credited, if, firft of all, the 
“ divine Scriptures did not contradict them; and then 
u alfo, fecondly, the writings of brethren more ancient 
“ than ViCtor, which they publifhed in defence of the 
“ truth againft the Gentiles, and againft the herefies of 
“ their time.” I muft confider all thefe portions of the 
extra#, which I have Separated into thefe divifions in 
order to examine them minutely; and I fee no reafon 
why they are not to be confidered as forming, not fo 
much the introduction, as a part of the citation itfelf, 
which is faid to refer to the Old Teft ament. If fo, there 
is a great confufion in the references; for in the above 
paflage “ writings more ancient than ViCtor” would not 
be aflociated with “ the divine Scriptures” in the preced¬ 
ing fentence, unlefs the periods of both approximated to 
each other. 

5. " They did not receive fuch books from thofe by 
“ whom they were firft taught the Chriftian doftrine.” 
I muft firft obferve, that the words “ Chriftian doCtrine’* 
are an addition of Lardner. I think therefore that I am 
authorized by thefe paflages to conclude, that the fub- 
jefts of them were, the Chriftian doCtrine and the Chrif¬ 
tian fcriptures. The termination of the extra# relates, 
it may be fuppofed, in part to the Old Teftament. “ Nay, 
** fome of them have not thought it worth the while to 
“ corrupt the Scriptures, but, plainly rejecting the law 
“ and (he prophets, by means of a lawlefs and impious 
“ doCtrine, [taken up] under pretence of grace, they 
“ have fallen into the lowed pit of deftruCtion.” I can- 
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Teftament, that certain heretics agreed “ in 

not acquiefce. in Lardner’s inference, “ that they are 
“ therefore the fcriptures of the Old Teftament that he 
“ had been fpeaking of all along, when he complained 
“ of the alterations of the divine Scriptures.” Thefe 
perfons feem to have rejected all the fcriptures both of 
the Old and New Teftament, and were fatisfied that 
grace was fufficient without either. 

6. “ And fince thefe alterations were made, or at¬ 
tempted to be made, in a verfion only, (fome Greek 
“verfion of the Old Teftament, probably that of the 
“ Seventy,) the damage is the lefs.” I do not perceive 
what is gained by transferring the injury to the Greek 
verfion of the Seventy, even if that were the fubjeCt of 
the citation. But the alterations evidently related to p. 
doCtrine, the antiquity of which is not carried higher 
by the difputants themfelves than the time of the Apo- 
ftles. “ For they fay, that all the ancients, and even the 
“ Apoftles themfelves, received and taught the fame 
“ things which they now hold.” 

7. “ It is reafonable to make fome abatements in the 
“ charges of this writer. He blames thefe perfons, againft 
“ whom he writes, for things in which there is no fault. 
“ He cenfures them for ftudying geometry, and for ad- 
“ miring Ariftotle and Theophraftus.” This is not can¬ 
did. He explains it by faying, that they did not enquire 
" what the divine Scriptures fay,” but “ carefully” ftu- 
died “ what figure of fyllogifm may be found out to 
“ fopport their impious fyftem . And if any one objefit 
(< to them a text of divine Scripture, they confider whe- 
iC ther a conjunctive or disjunctive form of fyllogifm can 
“ be made of it. He does not cenfure the ftudy of geo¬ 
metry in the abftraCt: he exprefsly fpecifies, that, “ leavr 
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“ receiving and efteeming a fpurious work 

44 ing the hoty fcriptures of God , they ftudy geometry, 
“ as being of the earth, and fpeaking of the earth, and 
44 ignorant of him that Cometh from above 

8 , “ Poffibly they Only joined together thefe two ftu- 
u dies.” That is not improbable, I allow; but how wert 
they conjoined ? He fpeaks of them as perfons ** who 
“ alufe the fciences of the infidels for the fapport df their 
u heretical fentiment , and with an impious Jiibtlety adul- 
“ terate the Ample faith of the divine Scriptures.” 

9. “ He infinuates too, that fome of them adored Ga- 
44 len, which is very improbable.” The improbability 
here is againft the refpe&ablc author: Galen was a dia¬ 
lectician of great eminence. Lafdner could fcireely be 
ignorant of tbis note of Valefius on this paflkge: u Ga- 
44 lenus enim de fgicris fyllogifmorum et de tola pfnlafh^ 
64 phia libros conferipferat, ut ex librorum ejus indice 
44 cognofcimus.—Nec vero ex hoc tantum fcriptore, ve* 
“ ram etiam ex aliis quamplurimis idem COlligere lieet, 
44 qui Galenum Ariftoteli ae Theophrado, rpfique adeo 
44 Platoni square non dubkahint.” And then follows 
a paflage in confirmation of this fed! from: Alexander 
Aphrodifienfls. I may perhaps be allowed to ufe the 
authority of this extra# from Eufebius to explain the 
reafbn why Ariftotle, Theophraftus, and a work Of Ga¬ 
len, Tlep) toxtHfife ’Hwj, are found together hi the fpfcrt- 
did collection of thefe writers printed by Aldus. They 
are thus affbciated, and perhaps not cafualfy, in the mag¬ 
nificent copies on vellum and paper. 

I cannot but remark, .that Lardner has tranffated the 
paflage from Eufebius as if he underftood it as the gene¬ 
rality of readers would underftand its tendency, and has 
reasoned from it in. opposition to the words which he 
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** above all other fcripturea m .” The Encra* 
Sites are laid to have ufed principally thole 
writings entitled the A<Sfe of Andrew and 
John, the Apoftolici to have depended chiefly 
opon them, and the Manichees to have ufed 
them; but it does not fbHow that they re¬ 
jected the Scriptures, beqaufe they received 
books of this kind: it rather feems that the 
authority of each was diftinCt and indepen¬ 
dent. The Scriptures fhll maintained, even 
in the eftimation of the heretics themfelves, an 
ufe and an importance, which certainly were 
not deftroyed, nor even impaired, by being 
aflociated with fictitious competitions. We 
may be allowed to conclude likewife, that 
thefe forgeries were ufed without any intui¬ 
tion to vilify the genuine Scriptures, and with¬ 
out any attempt to corrupt them, however 
contrary to the Scriptures thofe doCtrines 
might be, which the heretics introduced into 

has, jufiifiably iudeed,added to his verfion, but which re- 
fcria all, except the conclufion of the citation, to the fub- 
jeft t>f the do&fine of the New Teftament refpefting our 
Sayiom’s nature, and the alteration of the copies of the 
New 'fiaftauaent j and even the laft part refpe&s the abufe 
of a do&rine peculiar to the Gpfpel of Chrift. Is this 
one of the early intimations of the abufe of the do£trine 
of grace? 

m Jones, val. L p. 148. 
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fuch writings. This diftindion is precisely 
and iatisfadorily obferved in the account of 
the practices of the Sabellians by Epiphanius; 
and probably the other heretical feds aded 
in the lame manner: n “ They make ufe of 
“ all the Scriptures both of the Old and New 
“ Teftament; but principally of fome certain 
“ paflages, which they pick out according to 
“ their own corrupt and prepofterous fenti- 
“ ments. But the whole of their errors, and 
“ the main ftrength of their heterodoxy, they 
“ have from fome apocryphal books, but prin- 
“ cipally from that which is called the Golpel 
“ of the Egyptians.” 

The next inftance, from which we may de¬ 
duce a probable argument refpeding the Hate 
of the Scriptures, is the life of Pythagoras by 
Jamblichus, who has been fuppofed to write 
this charader with a view to put it in com¬ 
petition with that of our Saviour. I am not 
ignorant that this intention is dilputed by an 
able and learned writer, but perhaps without 
fufficient reafon. In reprefenting Pythagoras 
as equal in every refped to our Saviour, the 
author found it neceflary, in the adaptation of 
this fiditious refemblance, not merely to make 

■ Jones, Canon of the New Teft. vol. i. p. aoo. 
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him a rival teacher of morality, but to affign 
to him a divine defcent. He is defcribed to 
have had God as his father, and to have been 
himfelf a god in the form of man for the lake 
of men, left they might be Overpowered by 
the greatnefs of his majefty, and thus be de¬ 
terred from becoming his difciples. The au? 
thor of “ The Diflonance” has aflerted, as 
I have remarked in a preceding Lecture, that 
St. Matthew and St. Luke formed their ge¬ 
nealogies of our Saviour on the model of the 
ancient mythology. But in this account of 
the origin of Pythagoras we may obferve a 
ftriking and chara&eriftic variation. It is not 
adjufted to the principles, if they may be fo 
called, of the Pagan theogony. In this the 
parent deities had previoufly pafted through 
the ftate of humanity. In the comparifon of 
Pythagoras with our Saviour, the former is 
laid to be a god, and the fon of God, with 
the form of man. The beneficence to men 
followed from his power as a god, but was 
not the caufe of a fubfequent deification. If 
however it be a correct oblervation of 0 Lard- 
ner, who is learned and judicious, but not al¬ 
ways unprejudiced, when he affirms of the 

0 Vol. viii. p. 283. orig. ed. in 17 voJ. 
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authors of the different lives of Pythagoras, 
“ that they have laid nothing mew of him; 

nothing, but what had been often faid of 
“ him before the appearance of the Chriftiae 
“ religion in the worldthen the latter fla- 
tonilts had no inducement to alter the Gof- 
pels in this important particular, the divinity 
of our Lord, or to accommodate the older ac¬ 
counts of Pythagoras to the evangelical ftand- 
ard of perfection. 

We have reafon then to conclude, that 
Chriftianity, upon its ffrft publication in writ¬ 
ing, would mot have been expofed to any pe¬ 
culiar danger even from the previous appear¬ 
ance pf fpurious and apocryphal books. There 
was a greater peril, which arofe from falsified 
copies of the genuine Scriptures. But diU 
there was the feme mode, not indeed of avoid¬ 
ing, but of pa fling through both thejfe kind* 
of trial. We certainly cannot refolve the re¬ 
ception of the records of Chriftianity into the 
degrading advantage of having preoccupied 
the attention of mankind, but muft deduce 
their fuperior difperfion, in oppofltion to what 
was either intrinfecally bafe, or partially vi¬ 
tiated, as the refult of extenfive and equal inr 
veftigation. 
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2 Pet. i. 1 6. 

tVe have not followed cunningly devifed fables . 

Pursuing the inveftigation refpeding the? 
authenticity of the writings of the New Tefta-* 
ment, I am next to confider in what man¬ 
ner the genealogy, and the two firft chapters 
of St. Matthew’s Gofpel, were received in 
the early ages. The fubjed: has been fre¬ 
quently difcufled by theological writers, but 
fomething may Hill remain for fubfequent en¬ 
quiry* All the fads refpeding this fubjed 
may not have been collected, and the conclu- 
lions, which the well known fads fuggeft, 
may differ according to the peculiar objed of 
the writer, and the extent of his previous exa¬ 
mination of the queffion. 

The genealogy of Chrift in the beginning 
of this Golpel has been rejeded by fome on 
account of an alledged deficiency both in the 
internal and external evidence of its authen- 

N 


Digitized by LjOOQie 




178 


SERMON VI. 


ticity. The author of a “ The Diflonance” is 
fatisfied with boldly averting “ its irrecon- 
“ cileable contradi&ion to that introduced into 
“ St. Luke’s Gofpel.” b Others affirm, that 
fome of the ancient fe&s of Chriftians received 
a copy of St. Matthew’s Gofpel “ which had 
** not the genealogy.” If this be intended to 
imply, that fuch was the original flate of the 
volume, it is a falfification of its hiftory. We 
know that one of thefe fe<fts removed it from 
its ancient and proper place by Unifier means, 
as by erafure, or excifion; and then we are to 
be informed, that the genuine copy did not 
contain the genealogy. It is extraordinary 
that it fhould be taken away without affigning 
any reafon relative to its want of authenticity. 
The perfons who removed or expunged it 
were interefied in the expofure of fuch an im¬ 
pel! tion as the infertion of what was repug¬ 
nant to their peculiar opinions; and, infiead 
of rejecting it under the pretext of difappro- 
bation of the dodrines which it favoured, 

* Page 149. 

b Williams’s Free Enquiry into the authenticity of the 
firft and fecond Chapters of St. Matthew’s Gofpel, p. 33j 
and Dr. Prieftley’s Hiftory of Early Opinions, vol. iii. 
p. 213. 

* Free Enquiry, p. 54. 
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should have ftigmatized it as a forgery, and 
have juftified their rejedion of it in this man¬ 
ner. Had their pretentions been well found¬ 
ed, they might have proved from their own 
proximity to the time, when all the copies of 
the Gofpel might be faid to be recent, that 
they derived their tenets from the unadulte¬ 
rated and acknowledged language of Scrip¬ 
ture ; and they ought to have appealed for 
the proof of this to the numerous copies of 
the New Teftament, difperfed among the 
faithful in various parts of the Chriftian world. 
But they do not alledge reafons of this kind. 
They do not fay, that the genealogy was a 
novel and ftrange addition to this Gofpel. 
They affign a fpeculative reafon, the oppofi- 
tion of their own opinions to the written 
word, when they ought to have produced di- 
red evidence from the confent of the greater 
part of the tranfcripts that the obnoxious por¬ 
tion was an interpolation; and they fhould 
have determined and fpecified the time of its 
infertion. Both common fenfe and vulgar 
honefty concurred in didating this mode of 
condud; thefe fnperfeded the authority of 
criticifm, and impofed upon them the necef- 
fity of collating copies, as an office of candour 
and integrity, and not an effort of learning 
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and ingenuity. They did not collate, becaule 
fuch a reference and companion would have 
been definitive of the opinions which they 
wilhed to fupport, becaufe it would have ap¬ 
peared that the genealogy was contained in 
all the authentic copies. Tatian indeed is 
laid to have omitted in his Diatefiaron “ the 
“ genealogies, and every thing that lhewed 
“ the Lord to have been born of the feed of 
“ David according to the flefli.” Hence it 
has been argued d , that Tatian “ would not ufe 
“ any copies of the Gofpels but what were 
“ known to be authentic;” and therefore the 
authentic copies did not contain the genea¬ 
logy. But, allowing more force to this aigu- 
ment of the author of the Free Enquiiy than 
it deferVes, it cannot be applied to a work 
which profefied to be a compendium only, 
and therefore may reafonably be fuppofed to 
omit whatever was not comprehended within 
(he plan of the abbreviator. If indeed Tatian 
bad propofed to give tranfcripts of each of the 
former Gofpels, inftead of an epitome of them 
all, then the argument would have had fome 
weight; but event as it is circumftanced at 
prefent, thefe fuppofed authentic copies of the 

, * Free Enquiry, p. 54. . 
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Gofpels were not only without the genealo¬ 
gies, but likewife “ every thing .that lhewed 
*’ the Lord to have been born of the feed of 
“ David according to the fleth.” It is how¬ 
ever not only not reafonable, but it is in con¬ 
tradiction to fad, to extend the deficiency of 
Tatian’s Diatefifaron to the originals from 
which he compiled that fummary. Theodoret 
difcovered in fome Chriftian churches no lefs 
than two hundred copies of this work of Ta- 
tiari, which he took away, and fubftituted in 
their place entire copies of the Golpels. The 
facility with which he fupplied the Chriftian 
afiemblies with fo many entire and complete 
tranfcripts of the Golpels proves, that the he¬ 
retics might alter by mutilation or infertion 
their own copies of the books of Scripture, 
without any impeachthent of the integrity of 
thole which were in the bands of others. In 
thofe churches which had received the Dia- 
■teflaron of Tatian, enquiries would be made 
refpeding the portions which had been omit¬ 
ted in that work, and now appeared in thofe 
volumes, which Theodoret had authoritatively 
fubftituted. Tatian’s book however had been 
ufed, e “ not only by thofe of his own led, 

* Lardner, vol. ii. p, 13$, 
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?* but alfo by them who follow the apoftolical 
“ doctrine, not perceiving the fraud of the 
“ compolition, but limply uling it as a com- 
V pendious work.” This is no confirmation 
of the opinion of thole who aflert, that the 
Unitarian was the apofiolical doctrine, Thefe 
perfons, it feems, did not difcover the omillion 
of any material parts. Shall we then lay, 
that the birth of our Lord according to the 
llelh might, or might not, be inferted without 
affecting the proofs of the Unitarian faith ? 
It is evident, that, from the time of Tatian in 
the fecond century, to that of Theodoret in 
the fifth, the knowledge of this deficiency in 
tfie Diateflaron had not been fo generally pro¬ 
mulgated, as we may conceive it would have 
been, if the majority of the members of the 
apoftolical church had been Unitarians. It 
lhould alfo appear to be a remarkable incident, 
that one of the fathers of the church, who 
are fo frequently accufed of corrupting the 
facred volume through their zeal for ortho¬ 
doxy* lhould furnilh other copies of the Gof- 
pels, which contained thofe pafiages, that, in 
the interpretation of the Cerinthians, “ proved 
“ the human delcent of our Lord from the 
“ feed of David according to the llelh,” and 
which for this reafbn would have dilpofed 
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Theodoret to have recommended the ufe of 
the Diateflaron of Tatian. But the argument 
refpeCting Tatian’s ufe of none but authentic 
copies, is equivocal, and may be applied to 
affeft the credit of Tatian himfelf, at lead as 
much as it does that of the genealogies. We 
have no reafon to think that Tatian would 
be very Scrupulous refpeCting the authenticity 
of thofe copies of St. Matthew’s Gofpel which 
he confulted, when he publifhed many opi¬ 
nions and doctrines repugnant to the prin¬ 
ciples contained in all the Gofpels. He that 
condemned marriage as a diabolical inftitution 
would not be much interefled in the prefer* 
ration of the purity of a record, which gave 
to it a religious fan&ion. We are prefled 
however with meaner difficulties than thefe, 
which, if they do not increafe the number or 
the force of the arguments of our adverfaries, 
ftrongly characterize the fpirit of their oppo- 
fition. They infift, that there is “ full proof 
“ that the genealogy was queflioned in very 
“ early ages.” It was the practice of feveral 
copyifls to place the genealogy at fome dis¬ 
tance from the commencement of the Gofpel ; 
and hence it is concluded, that it did not con- 
ftitute a part of the Gofpel itfelf. We cannot 
believe that doubts refpe&ing its authenticity 

N 4 
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would produce only a peculiarity in the ar¬ 
rangement of the introductory paflages. Are 
we to colled; an opinion lb important from 
the mechanical procefe of meafuriqg the myftic 
interval between one fentence and another? Are 
thefe the ufual indications of critical difappro- 
bation ? But to what other caufe than imper- 
feCt enquiry can we afcribe the following af-. 
fertion of the learned f tranflator of Michaelis, 
who informs us, that “ the writers of Latin 
manufcripts, who wrote the genealogy apart 
V from the reft of the Gofpel, were actuated 
f * not by critical, but theological motives.* 
f{ They found difficulty in reconciling the ge- 
nealogy in Matth. i. with that of Luke iii. 
“ and therefore wifhed to get rid of it.” It 
is not pretended that the tranfcriber has inti¬ 
mated that there was any fignificant peculia¬ 
rity in the collocation of the genealogy. When 
one gcopyift has explicitly apprized the reader, 
that he “ omitted the flory of the adulterous 
*' woman in the Gofpel of St. John, as being 
wanting in moil copies, and not mentioned 
“ by the holy fathers Chiyfoftom, Cyril, Theor 
“ dorus, and others,” we are juftified in ex- 

V 

* Vol. iii. part ii. p. 139, 

% See Wetftein in loc. It is the Reuchlin MS, * 
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pe&ing fome explanation of this critical in¬ 
vention, the interpolation of a certain interval 
between the genealogy and the commence¬ 
ment of the narrative; and we ought to be 
informed, that it is fymbolical of fulpe&ed 
authenticity, or exprefiive of “ the theological 
“ motives” of the tranfcribers. We cannot 
admit that any mode of placing the genealogy 
is equivalent to “getting rid of it.” It is 
luppoled h , “ that the plain inconlillencies be- 
“tween this genealogy and the Old Tefta- 
“ ment hiftory might ealily be perceived, and 
“ fufpicions concerning its authenticity be 
“ loon fpread abroad.” But in what manner 
were thefe fufpicions made known ? Was the 
mode of difpofing the genealogy among the 
means employed for this purpole ? Was it the 
only evidence of fuch fufpicions ? If fuch fuf^ 
picions were ever entertained, there were two 
unambiguous ways of communicating them 
to the aflemblies of Chrillians ; either an ex¬ 
plicit declaration of the fa£t, or the abfor 
lute omiffion in the generality of copies of 
what was fulpedted. It feems however as 
if the genealogy exilled as a document inde¬ 
pendent and unattached. Epiphanius re- 

* 

** Free Enquiry, p. 36. 
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latesthat a Jew difcovered in a cell of one 
of the treafuries at Tiberias, among other vo¬ 
lumes, “ the Hebrew ftemmata according to 
** St. Matthew.” In whatever way we inter¬ 
pret thefe words of Epiphanius, whether they 
fignify the portion of the Hebrew Gofpel 
which had been cut away by tome of the he¬ 
retics; or whether they denote the whole 
Gofpel, by exprefling a part, ftill the reference 
to the writing is preferred, from which it de¬ 
rived its appellation and authority. It is ad¬ 
mitted by the editors of “ the improved ver- 
“ fion,” as it is called, “ of the New Tefta- 
“ ment, that the genealogy was in the copies 
“ at leaft of Cerinthus and Carpocrates.” It 
is fomewhat extraordinary that this conceffion 
fhould be made in favour of the prefent Greek 
Golpel, when Cerinthus and Carpocrates cer¬ 
tainly ufed the Gofpel according to the He¬ 
brews, which was written in the Syro-Chal- 

* Jones has noticed this pafiage of Epiphanius, but 
trandated puTov, Gofpel . Ou prjv akkcl xa) to xarot M ar^alo* 
'ESpotixov (porov, Epiphan. adv. Hser. p. 130. ed. Petav. 
The author of the Free Enquiry has fpoken of it in the 
fame manner: " Epiphanius fays, that a Jew named Jo- 
" feph found in a cell at Tiberias the Hebrew Gofpel 
“ afcribed to St. Matthew.” He refers' to Moflieim de 
Reb. Chriftian. p. 207, whence he had the reference to 
Epiphanius. 
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daic dialed. This Gofpel, which had its dou¬ 
ble appellation from the Jewifh party who 
received it, and from the Evangelid Matthew, 
whofe narrative it profefled to follow, was 
Ufed by the Nazarenes, Cerinthians, and Ebi- 
onites ; but it underwent fome change in the 
hands of the latter fed:. The Nazarenes do 
not feem to have altered their copy in any 
known refped; and Epiphanius calls it “ mod 
“ entire.” The Ebionites had introduced un¬ 
authorized additions, and had mutilated the 
commencement Of it; and the fame Father 
terms this ‘‘ not wholly entire.” It is thought, 
however, that Epiphanius does not confid¬ 
ently apply the epithet “ mod entire” to the 
Gofpei of the Nazarenes, and at the fame time 
exprefs his ignorance, “ whether they had 
'‘taken away the genealogy from Abraham 
“ to Chrid.” k “ With what propriety,” it is 
afked, “ could he fay that it was mod entire, 
“ if he fufpeded that any genuine part of it 
“ was taken away ?” But he did not fufped; 
his want of information precluded fufpicion. 
He fpeaks in the fame dubious language of 
the opinions of the Nazarenes concerning the 
nature of Chrid: “ I cannot affirm,” he lays, 

* Free Enquiry, p. 74, ' 


Digitized by v^ooQle 



168 SERMON VI. 

V whether, carried away by the impiety of 
** Cerinthus and Merinthus, they confider him 

V as a mere man; or, as the truth is, that he 
“ was begotten of Mary by the Holy Ghoft.” 
It may perhaps be doubted whether a late 
learned Prelate, in his reply to the writer of 
“ the Hiftory of the Corruptions of Chrif- 
i( tianity,” has not impaired the general cre¬ 
dibility of the evidence of the ancient Father 
by the extent of his cenfure. 1 “ The confef- 
i' lion of Epiphanius amounts,’* he thinks, 

to that of a bale accufer, who had not the 
“ liberality to abfolve in explicit terms, when 
“he found himfelf unable to convict.” If 
this were a juft character of the evidence of 
the hiftorian in this inftance, it would be im¬ 
proper to appeal to it in any queftion relative 
to the tenets of particular le&s. It appears 
however, upon a careful comparifon of the 
two paflages, that one doubt depended upon 
another; that the rejection of the genealogy 
would have afcertained their opinion concern¬ 
ing Chrift, or the knowledge of this opinion 
would have determined the fact of the rejec¬ 
tion of the genealogy. His language is cer¬ 
tainly not reconcileable with the fuppolition, 

1 Horfley’s Trails, p. 144. 
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that he had feen the Hebrew Gofpel of the 
Nazarenes; but no other reafon is affigned 
for his having feen it, than that he “was a 
native of Paleftine. This argument will only 
Ihew, that he could not be ignorant of the 
contents of a certain book, becaufe he was a 
native of the country where the perfons lived 
who uled it, and where the particular place 
was fituated in which it was preferved. The 
morality of the Father will not be impeached 
by the mere authority of the obje&ors, whole 
furmiles cannot be admitted without proof. 
Cerinthus and Carpocrates appealed to the ge¬ 
nealogy as authority for their reipe&ive opi¬ 
nions; and the Cerinthians ufed the Golpel 
according to Matthew on account of n “ the 
“ carnal genealogy,” as it is exprefled by Epi- 
phanius. The Ebionites rejected the geneaf- 
logy. It has been before obferved 0 , that the 
editors of the improved verlion of the New 
Teftament admit the authenticity of the ger- 

m Free Enquiry, p. 84. “ It is not credible that hi 
" was unacquainted with the Nazarene Golpel,” and the 
reafon of this opinion is fubjoined in a note, “ as he was 
“ a native of Paleftine.” , 

“ Aia Trjv iwapxov •ytvtaXcytav are the words of Epipha- 
nius. 

0 Page 186. 
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mealogy in the Greek Golpel on the' authority 
of its infertion in the Hebrew Gofpel of the 
Nazarenes, which, it has been conjectured, 
was the original of St. Matthew! It is not 
my intention to confider the queltion, whe¬ 
ther the Greek of St. Matthew is a verfion 
•from the Hebrew, not only becaufe it has 
been fo often difculTed before, but becaufe it 
mult be nearly a mere conje&ural enquiry 
from the paucity of hillorical fadts. But fuch 
fadts as remain are in favour of Greek ori¬ 
ginals, and Syro-Chaldaic verfions. After the 
deltruriion of Jerusalem, the Jews retired to 
Tiberias; where they eftabliihed fynagogues 
:and.fchools, and preferved their writings. In 
,a cell of one of the treafuries at Tiberias, He¬ 
brew verfions, as they are called, were found 
.of thofe books of the New Teftament which 
are allowed to have been originally written in 
the Greek language. It may alfo be remarked, 
that whatever force there may be in the oh* 
iervation of the author of the Hiftory of the 
early Opinions concerning Chrifii, refpeAing a 
•Hebrew verfion of the Golpel of St. John, it 
is in favour of the orthodox faith. P “ Though 
** this Golpel,” fays he, *' was written in 

v Hiftory of Early Opinions, vol. iii. p. 161. 
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" Greek, there were not wanting among the 
“ Jewifh Chriftians men of learning, who 
“ would not have failed to give an account 
“ of it to their more ignorant countrymen, 
“ or to tranflate it for their ufe, if it had been 
“ thought neceflaiy.” Whether the verfion 
were undertaken becaule it was “ thought 
" nectary,” we are not informed; hut only 
that the books of the New Tedament, to 
which I before alluded as exiding in Hebrew 
verfions, were, the Ads of the ApofQes, and 
this very Gofpel of St. John. We are not 
told by Epiphanius, who has recorded the 
fad, whether this Gofpel were fpurious, or 
mutilated, or entire; but he defcribes it as a 
trandation from the Greek: and we may fup-» 
pofe, that it had at lead as good a title todbe 
called the Gofpel of St. John, as the Gofpel of 
St. Matthew, ufed by the Nazarenes, had to 
be denominated after that Evangelifl. It is 
argued, however, that the mutilation or cor¬ 
ruption of St. Matthew’s Gofpel could not be 
effeded at all, becaufe it could not be effeded 
without difcovery; and that it would have 
created new divifions among the heretical bre¬ 
thren, of which we have not the lead foot- 

. q Free Enquiry, p. 73. 
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“ Reps in all antiquity.” But this is afluming, 
that the Rate of the books of Scripture deter¬ 
mined the exiRence of feds, and particularly 
of thofe, which owed their origin to their dif¬ 
ferent opinions concerning the nature of ChriR. 
But there is reafon to think that thefe opi¬ 
nions were adopted independently of the lan¬ 
guage of fcripture, and applied as the Randard 
of its reception, without any view to the con- 
Rderation of its fcriptural authority. The fear 
of difcovery did not operate in preventing the 
Ebionitea from mutilating their Gofpel without 
referve, and from effecting, without any record¬ 
ed endeavour to conceal it, the excifion of its 
commencement. Marcion indeed feems to have 
been reRrained by fome motive from afcribing 
hi*Gofpel to an Evangelifl, after be had adapt¬ 
ed it to his own fentiments; and Tertullian re¬ 
proaches him with this filence, as an attempt 
to veil his fraud from the world: but Rill the 
fear of detection only produced the endeavour 
to conceal what he had done, but did not in¬ 
fluence him fb Arongly as to caufe him to ab* 
Rain from his purpofe. We may alfo enquire; 
who were the heretics that were to be Rill 
further divided by altering this Gofpel, which 
was common to them all? Thofe certainly, 
who maintained doctrines which thofe parts 
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of the Gofpel, that were either to be retained 
or taken away, confirmed or oppofed. Thefe 
then muft have been the Nazarenes, the Ebi- 
onites, Cerinthians, and Carpocratians. The 
Nazarenes had not perhaps altered the Gofpel 
in any refpe&. Cerinthus and the Gerinthians 
nfed it becauie it contained the genealogy, 
and fhewed the human defcent of our Saviour; 
Carpocrates adopted it for the fame reafon, 
but the Ebionites rejected it. It is clear then 
that the fe&s were already feparatedthat 
their difference of opinion influenced their no¬ 
tion of the ffandard of their Gofpel, and that 
the prefervation merely of the integrity of the 
Scripture would not have diminifhed the num¬ 
ber of contending parties, becauie their dif¬ 
ferences did not originate from this fource. 
Another expedient has been fuggefted, which, 
if there were any foundation for the appre- 
henfion of multiplying divifions among the 
heretics, by the erafure of the genealogy, or 
of the two firft chapters of St. Matthew’s 
Gofpel, would not have obviated the expe&ed 
confequence. r “ There was another way, by 
“which Cerinthus and the other heretics 
“ might get clear of this difficulty, without 


1 Free Enquiry, p. 75. 
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u expunging two whole chapters; they might 

“ have rejected St. Matthew’s Gofpel alto- 

gether, and acknowledged St. Mark’s as 

“ alone authentic.” It is not eafv to under- 

•/ 

Rand how the rejection of the entire Gofpel 
would have promoted unanimity, when the 
extinction of two chapters would have occa- 
lioned a new feparation among the feCts. Bat 
whatever advantage might have accrued to 
the feCts in preferring St. Mark’s Gofpel, 
Which required no adaptation to their pur- 
pofe, at lead of the fame violent kind, yet we 
muft allow the ancient feCts to have under- 
ftood their own reafons for feparation from 
each other better than we can in the prefeiit 
age. There muft ftill have been fomething in 
St. Matthew’s Gofpel, even when mutilated 
by themfelves, which they preferred to that 
of St. Mark, which did not accord fo well 
with their own peculiar objects and fenti- 
ments. Our opponents are not unwilling to 
admit that Cerinthus ajid Carpocrates were 
not 8 “ afraid of thefe two chapters, as unfa- 
“ vourable to their peculiar opinions.” Here 
then we might hope to conclude the argu¬ 
ment with this acknowledgment: but it does 

s ' Free Enquiry, ps 72. 
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not terminate at this point. The age of Ce- 
rinthus, it is alledged, is to be referred to a 
later period than is ufually affigned, becaufe 
the two chapters in queftion are not diftin6tly 
alluded to before the fecond century. But it 
muft be obferved, that the paflages, to which 
thefe references are made by the Fathers, who 
flourished in the fecond century, occur in the 
Greek copy which we now have; and they 
did not cite, as Cerinthus and Carpocrates 
did, a Hebrew Gofpel. It Should alfo be re¬ 
membered, that, in this controverfy refpedt- 
ing the genealogy and the two firfl: chap¬ 
ters of St. Matthew, the parties appeal in¬ 
discriminately to the copy ufed by Cerinthus 
and the Ebionites, which was the Gofpel ac¬ 
cording to the Hebrews; and the Greek 
copy* which thofe Fathers uled, wTio could 
not ufe any other, on account of their igno¬ 
rance of the Syro-Chaldaic language. The 
want of references to thefe chapters in the 
writings, of the apoftolical Fathers is to be ac¬ 
counted for on the fuppofition, that there was 
not a proper occafion to introduce them. Their 
debates with Jewifh unbelievers were not of 
a kind, probably, to require an appeal to this 
part of the Gofpel. The preceptive and hor¬ 
tatory portions of Scripture were more adapt- 

02 
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ed to their paftoral addrefies than proofs of 
controverted fubjeds. But the martyr Juftin 
has made fuch frequent appeals to thefe chap¬ 
ters, that the author of the Hiftory of the 
Early Opinions fays, *” that it is almoft cer- 
“ tain that the floiy of the miraculous con- 
“ ception was in the received Gofpels of Mat- 
“ thew and Luke in the time of Juftin Mar- 
“ tyr.’* We are not however to employ this 
evidence, becaufe it is doubted whether thefe 
fads were in all the copies of theGofpelin 
that age. We do not indeed pretend to know 
what was in all the copies of that age, nor 
what particular copy each ancient Father 
might have ufed; but the hiftorical evidence 
which we now pofiefs relates to a period prior 
to the times of Juftin : and we are told that 
from the Hebrew Gofpel of St. Matthew one 
fet of heretics erafed the two firft chapters, 
and another fet retained them. Whether the 
Greek copies underwent, at that time, the 
fame alteration, or were adopted entire, it is 
impoflible now to afcertain. It is important, 
however, to know upon what grounds the 
feds mutilated the books which they received. 
They do not fpeak of copies which did not 

* Theological Repofitory, p. 068. 
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originally contain what they expunged, but 
condemn the paflages from their contrariety 
to their own tenets. But there is another 
mode of realoning, which would annihilate all 
hiftorical teftimony, and not that of Juftin 
only. u “ The argument of general reception 
'* we uie in favour of Chriftianity, and with 
“ great juftice; becaufe this made its way 
“ amidft the greateft oppofition, and, the moll 
" dreadful perfecution. But this cannot be 
“ laid with refped to any particular fyftem of 
“ opinions contained, or fuppofed to be con- 
“ tained, in the New Tellament. Thefe there- 
“ fore may have not only found their way, 
" but may have become very prevalent, among 
“ Chriftians, without having gone through a 
“ proper difcuffion. And as this may have 
“ been the cafe in Juftiif s age, as well as in 
“ any other, no conclufion can be drawn 
“ from his mere declaration, that any parti- 
“ cular doctrine which he advances is to be 
“ regarded as part of the original Gofpel of 
“ Jefus Chrift.’* There is a peculiarity in the 
feds of the Gofpel, of which this adverfary 
has availed himfelf, and that will admit of a 
double interpretation. The fads related in. 

u Pope on the Miraculous Conception, p. 205. 
o 3 
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the Gofpel are not merely hiftorical anecdotes, 
but are to be confidered as objects both of hif¬ 
torical and religious belief. When therefore 
it is faid that any particular do&rine, which 
an ancient Father advances, is not to be re¬ 
garded, from the authority of his mere decla¬ 
ration, as part of the original Gofpel of Jefus 
Chrift, we have no hefitation in a (Tenting to 
this polition. But when the particular doc¬ 
trine is alfo a fa<ft, as the miraculous concep¬ 
tion, and the declaration of the Father is a 
reference to the hiftory, of which the miracu¬ 
lous conception is one of the events, the tefti- 
mony of the Father is of the greateft weight, 
when conjoined with the agreement of the co¬ 
pies of the hiftory with his citations or alluiions. 
But it is faid, firft, that thefe do&rines had 
not, at the time of 'Juftin, been properly' dif- 
cufled. And again, another adverfary affirms, 
that the chapters containing the doctrines are 
not noticed till the (econd century; which, 
whilft it allows time for the difcuffion, fup- 
pofed to have been fo neceflary by the other 
opponent, detracts on the other fide from their 
antiquity. But the fa<ft is otherwife. The 
early divifions in the church were founded on 
difference of opinion relating to the nature of 
Chrift; and it was in confequence of opinions. 
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formed upon the difcuffion of parties fepayat? 
ihg from one another upon fuch enquiries, 
that the Hebrew Gofpel was mutilated and 
corrupted. It is in confequence of the per? 
yerfion of the prophecy of Ilaiah by the Jew 
Trypho that Judin Martyr adduces the paf- 
fages relating to the miraculous conception; 
and we may conclude that this i conference, 
whether real or fictitious, related to topics 
which formed the mod intereding fubjeCts of 
difcuffion in that age* |t wosuld alfo follow 
from the preceding hypothefis, what cannot 
be proved, th^t Judin could.not ufe any tran- 
fcripts of the Gofpel but thole which had 
been made within the period of his own life.:, 
t The internal evidence of thefe chapters has 
been fo frequently impugned by the lame ob¬ 
jections, and defended by fuch well known, 
arguments, that it is necefiary to feleCt fuch 
pf the former as will admit of fome novelty 
in the reply. The author of “ The Difibnance-’’ 
aflerts, “ that they, contain many wonderful 
“ circumdances,. repugnant to the other fcrip- 
“ tures, and to common fenfe, and unfup? 
f< ported by any other hidory, faered or prp- 
“ fane,” Some of thefe circumdances, as the 
arrival of the Magi at Jerufalem, guided by 
fome celedial phenomenon,, the declaration of 

o 4 
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the objeCt of their journey, the alarm of He¬ 
rod, and the folicitude of the whole Jewifh 
capital, form a natural combination of inci¬ 
dents, not impofiible indeed to be forged, but 
agreeable to every teft of moral certainty; as, 
if falfe, the impofition would be fo eafily de¬ 
tected, from the publicity with which the 
faCts are faid to have been tranfaCted, and the 
numerous opportunities of minute examina¬ 
tion to which they were fubjeCted. We can¬ 
not draw from this, or any other confidera- 
tion deduced from the narrative itfelf, a pofi- 
tive conclufion that the events \yere real, but 
we do not fee any defeCts in this argument 
which diminifh its probability. The pretended 
repugnancy of the fads to Scripture is faid to 
confiff in the feleCtion of a defcription of per- 
fons to announce the Meffiah, whole art had 
been ridiculed by the ancient prophets, and 
who, when they appeared among the Jews, 
were to be put to death. Not fatisfied, how¬ 
ever, with this mode of oppofition, our adver- 
fary proceeds in the fpirit of infidelity to re¬ 
duce it to a mere cafe of judicial- affrology. 
There may be perhaps cafual refemblance 
enough to afford a pretence for the perverted 
analogy of the fcorner, but there muff exift 
an effential difference in the nature of thefe 
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infiances, which fhall leave no doubt refpeCt- 
ing the folly and the impiety of the compa¬ 
nion. In the firil place, the fimilarity ariles 
from the literal interpretation of the word 
ftar, which does not neceflarily denote a hea¬ 
venly body of that kind. It was not Sirius, 
nor ArCturus, that was lb indicated, nor any 
of the planets, but a luminous appearance in 
the ikies, fuffipiently dillinCt to guide their 
fteps; reiembling in its purpofe, though not 
perhaps exactly in its appearance, the pillar 
of light that directed the Ifraelites, when they 
were conduced by the prophet of the Lord 
from Egyptian bondage and idolatry, to li¬ 
berty, and the worfhip of the true God. Ad¬ 
mitting that genethliology were a branch of 
aftrological knowledge cultivated in the time 
of our Saviour, and that there were judicial* 
aftrologers coeval with the Jewiih prophets, 
and the -fubje&s of the denunciations of the 
Almighty, it is ftill a queftion whether this 
ftar, as it is termed, would have fupplied any 
data whatever for the procefs of the aftro- 
loger. His art is founded upon the appear-’ 
ances, and arbitrary arrangements and ficti¬ 
tious qualities, of the known liars and con- 
ftellations; but the Magi were called away 
before they could have time to alcertain the 
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nature of this new light, its courie andafped, 
or whether, in fhort, it could be ufed at ah 
(from its x doubtful permanency) in any of 
their computations. But it is ufelefs to pro- 
trad the difcuflion of thefe matters according 
to the principles of the art. The author of 
“ The DilTonance” fpeaks of the Almighty as 
y“ permitting Fagan diviners to difcover the 
**. nativity of the promifed Mpfiiah by their 
**■ lkill in aftrology.” He has here confounded 
the calculation with the predidion of the nati¬ 
vity. In the calculation of a nativity, the birth 
of the particular individual is aflumed, and the 
computation of the aftrologer commences 
from this period. He does not in this cale pre? 
did the time of the nativity of the individual, 
but foretells, from the known circumftances 
of this fad, the future events of his life. The 

• z I had reafoned this as vyell as I was able, without 
an opportunity of recurring to any authority. I am now 
happy in being able to refer to Picus of Mirandula in 
confirmation of what I had advanced. “ El ecce Jiella, 
“ &c. Quod nemo, nifi infaniens, exiAimabit de coeli 
“ fideribus configurationibufque efle intelligendum. Erat 
" igitur ilia JaSlitia, et temporaria, non perpetua ftella et 
“ naturalis, condita ad id officii a Creatore, per quam 
fignificari natum regem Judaeorum.” In Aflrol. lib. iv. 
c. 15. tom. i. p. 370. edit. Balil. 

' 7 DilTonance, p. 1J5. 
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celebrated Cardan computed, as it is expreifled, 
according to the technical jargon of the art, 
his own nativity, which he did without any 
violation of the rules of this abfurd lyftem, 
but which muft have been an obvious impofli- 
bility if this phrafe, according to its accep¬ 
tation by the author of “ The DitTonance,” 
never denoted any thing but a predi&ion of a 
birth. Thefe things may appear to be un¬ 
becoming the dignity of this place, and un¬ 
worthy of the attention of , a learned aflembly; 
but an objector may perhaps triumph more 
in retaining potTelJion of a fource of ridicule, 
than in defending himfelf againft the mod 
fubtle and recondite argument. 

The next objection, which furnithes mate¬ 
rials for a continued difcuffion, relates to the 
alledged ignorance of St. Matthew refpe6ting 
the geography of Paleftine, evinced in the con- 
clufion of the fecond of the difputed chapters. 
When St. Matthew relates, that multitudes 
of people followed Jefus from Decapolis, it is 
laid to be an error indicating great ignorance, 
becaufe, according to the author of “ The 
“ DitTonance,” it is evident, that the Decapolis 
“was not any country or continued- diftridt, 
“ as the pretended Matthew and Mark repre- 
“ fent it, but merely the general appellation 
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'* of the detached infulated cities, lying all, 
“except Scythopolis, beyond, or eaft of (he 
“ river Jordan, which in later times were 
“ taken from the jurifdi&ion of the original 
“ tetrarchies, and made fubjeCt to Syria.” 
Pliny, however, fpeaks of the a Decapolitan 
region as adjoining on one fide to Syria; and 
in another pafiage he defcribes it as being 
fituated inland from Anti-Libanus. Here he 
ufes the formal and precife language of a geo¬ 
grapher; but, even in fpeaking of the lame 
trad, he familiarly calls it the Decapolis of 
Syria, and b commends the excellence of one 
of its peculiar productions, which would 
lcarcely allow of the appropriation of it to 
one of thele detached cities. Augufius united 
e two, and not three towns of the Decapolis 
to Syria; and it is argued, that, as no other 
diftribution of Paleltine took place till the 
twelfth year of Claudius, the term Decapolis, 

m Jungitur ei latere Syrian Decapolitana regio a no- 
mero oppidorum, in quo non omnes eadem olfervant. Plin. 
Nat. Hift. lib. v. c.'xS. 

b Decapoli Syriae perquam parvae (olivae fell.) carnc 
taxnen commendantur; quam ob caufam Italicis tranf* 
marinae praeferuntur in cibis, quum oleo vincantur. Plin, 
Nat. Hift. lib. xv. c. 3. 

c Gaza was not one; Gadara and Hippos were the 
others. 
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in whatever fenfe we take it, could not have 
had exigence when St. Matthew is laid to have 
written his Gofpel. If this annexation of thefe 
cities to Syria were the foundation of the dif- 
tin&ion of the Decapolis, the name could not 
have been given till the whole decad were in¬ 
cluded within the province. But Pliny ex- 
prefsly lays, that the tetrarchies furrounded 
fome, and were intermixed with others of the 
conliituent cities. We may therefore be per¬ 
mitted to conjecture, without refining upon 
flight intimations, that as the Decapolitan re¬ 
gion retained its defignation, notwithftanding 
its d interleCtion by the divifion of the country 
into tetrarchies, that the Decapolis was a more 
ancient diftribution and appellation than the 
tetrarchies themlelves, and related to a period 
when the ten cities were conjoined by lbme 
bond of union, the memory of which re¬ 
mained, but its exaCt nature was not exprefled 
in the denomination of Decapolis. We may 
alio appeal to a e Palmyrene infcription for the 

d w Intercurfant , cinguntque has urbes tetrarchice, re * 
u gnorum inftar , Jingulce , et in regna contribuuntur.” 
Plin. Nat. Hift. lib. v. c. 18. And in another paflage; 
" Poft eum introrfus Decapolitana regia, prcediSiceque cum 
u ea tetrarchice ” lib. v. c. 20. 

• Nec alia eft Abila, quae Decapoli attribuitur in in* 
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duration of the name, to whatever age the an.- 
tiquarian enquirer may affign this monument. 
It is neqeflary alfo to remark, that the tefti- 
mony of Pliny is not the teftimony of writers 
of his own times only, but alfo of more anr 
cient hiftorians and geographers, who had 
either themfelves foen the countries which 
.they defcribed, or followed the accounts of 
thpfe who had travelled in that part of the 
world. Our opponent, however, produces a 
fopplemeniary objection. He aflerts, that the 
author of the Gofpel fpeaks of it as a countiy 
{ “ which did not lie eaftward of Jordan, be- 
“ caufe he exprefsly diftinguifoes it from the 
“ country beyond Jordan.” But he cannot 
think of any diftin&ions which may reconcile 
an apparent con tradition. The multitudes 
who aflembled to hear our Saviour came from 
every quarter; and the Evangelift, by fpecify- 
ing the Decapolis, included but a part of the 
country beyond Jordan. The sJewilh hifto- 
rian has diftinguifoed the tetrarchy of Gaulo- 

fcriptione veteri, quae extat n.3. inter monumenta Palmy- 
rena, quae cum fcholiis Edvardi Bernardi et Thomae 
Smith prodierunt ubi legitur ArAGANrEAOS ABIAH- 
N 02 AEKAnOAEOS. Reland. Pal. p. 525. 

t DiiTonance, p. 165. 

* Jofcph. Antiq. lib. xvii. c. 13. et de Bell. lib. iii. 
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nitis from the country beyond Jordan, not 
becaufe they were iituated on different fides 
of that river, but becaufe the former did not 
comprehend the latter. "We may here paufe, 
and obferve on what foundation the whole 
argument has been raifed. It depends merely 
upon the date, which has been arbitrarily af- 
cribed to the publication of St. Matthew’s 
Gofpel. If we admit that the argument has 
been fuccefsful, it will only invalidate the pro¬ 
bable aflumption of feme writers on the ca¬ 
non of the New Teftament. It will not affeft 
the veracity of any hiftorian whatever. And 
why thould not feme latitude be allowed in 
determining a point of much obfeurity, which 
dgain refts upon fuch circumftances as thefe ; 
at what precife year a written Gofpel became 
neceflary, was then undertaken, and at laft 
completed and divulged ? 
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2 Pet. i. 1 6 . 

We have not followed cunningly devifed fables. 

The eftablifhment of the church of Con- 
ftantine is laid by the author of “ The DifTo- 
“ nance” to be lignified by ** the apoftaty from 
“ the truths of the Gofpel, predicted in dif- 
“ ferent fcriptures of the New Teftament.” 
The queftion will not be mifreprefented, if 
we underftand the eftablifhment of the church 
of Conftantine to be equivalent, in the mean¬ 
ing of our opponent, to the eftablifhment of 
Chriftianity as the religion of the ftate. The 
import of the accufation is, that this religion 
was derived from corrupted copies of the 
books of Scripture. The incarnation of our 
Saviour is defcribed as a fundamental do&rine 
of this church, and the tendency of the adop¬ 
tion of corrupted books was to authorize and 
diffufe this interpolated tenet. It may be re¬ 
marked, that the corruption of the books of 
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Scripture, to which this apodafy is attributed, 
is faid in “ The Diflonance” to have been 
effected in the latter part of the fecond cen¬ 
tury. From this period, then, downwards to 
the age of Condantine, the obnoxious opinions 
mud have been Ipreading among thole who 
ufed the adulterated volumes ; that is, for the 
ipace of more than a century and a half: and 
yet the failure of the true faith is not fup- 
pofed to have become general, till it can be 
invidioully reprefented, that it then corre- 
Iponded with the terms of the predictions, 
when it had acquired the fanCtion of the civil 
magidrate. 

It does not appear that the date of the 
books of the Chridians was ever examined by 
Condantine, or that he decreed that certain 
books, and no others, Ihould he received as 
the dandard of the Chridian faith throughout 
the Roman empire. We can only alledge, 
that the eccleliadical annals do not furnilh a 
direCt reply to the pofition, that the corrup¬ 
tions of the books, which had been admitted 
or fuggeded before, were edablifhed, as far as 
the influence of political power extended, un¬ 
der the adminidration of Condantine. We 
mud therefore attempt by fome circuitous en¬ 
quiry to difcover faCts, which may invalidate 
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obje&ions that originate folely in the lilence 
of history; and which, it lhould be remarked, 
is lilent only, and . not defe#ive. The edi# 
of Milan, whether we adopt the words of the 
a hiftorian of the Decline and Fall of the Ro¬ 
man Empire, in ipeaking of its tendency, or 
extra# a portion of the edi# itlelf, granted 
fuch abfolute permiflion to perfons of every 
religious denomination to follow their own 
tenets, that they could not be reftri#ed to 
any particular fource, or to the ufe of certain 
books, from which they were expected to de¬ 
rive them. “ The indulgence which we have 
“ granted in matters of religion,” fay Conftan- 
tine and Licinius in their edi#, “ is ample 
“ and unconditional; and that you might per- 
“ ceive, at the fame time, that the open and 
“ free exercife of their refpeAive religions is 
“ granted to all others, as well as to the Chrif- 
“ tians.” It was alfb provided, that no man 
lhould be denied leave “ of attaching himfelf 
“ to the rites of the Chriftians, or to whatever 
“ other religion his mind directed him to.” 
That Licinius did not adhere to the terms of 
this declaration, is not denied; but his col- 

a Gibbon, vol. iii. p. 244, 245* edit. 8vo. De Morti 
Perfec. tranflated by Sir D. Dalrymple, p. 114. 
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league, when he pofiefled the empire undi¬ 
vided, was fo far from revoking it, c th^t the 
b hiftorian of the Decline and Fall of the Ro¬ 
man Empire has been induced to confider 
fome of its provifions as having the fame au¬ 
thority with “ the maxims of the civil law.” 
But Conftantine afterwards violated, rather 
than retraced, the privileges which this editft 
conferred. Heretics were diftinguiihed from 
other believers, and not merely excluded from 
a participation with the orthodox in their civil 
diliin&ions. By the confeffion of Eufebius, 
the places of their religious aflemblies were 
deftroyed, and perfons were confidered as he¬ 
retics when they were difcovered to have in 
their pofleffion certain books. From thefe 
circumftances we may infer what was the 
operation of the edi6t of Milan in thofe parts 
of the empire more immediately fubjeft to the 
government of <Conftantine. The mere efta- 
blifhment of Chriftianity by the Rate, without 

b “ The edift of Milan (de Mort. Perf. c. 48.) acknow- 
“ ledges, by reciting that there exifted a fpecies of landed 
“ property ‘ ad jus corporis eorum, id eft, ecclefiarum, 
f non hominum fingulorum pertinentia.' Such a folemn 
“ declaration of the fupreme magiftrate mull have been 
“ received in all the tribunals as a maxim of civil law. 1 ’ 
Gibbon, .vol. ui. p. 306. edit. 8vo. . 
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a toleration of all the fubdivilions of its fedls, 
would not have been favourable to the in- 
terefts of religion at that time. This tolera¬ 
tion indeed might in part be attributed to the 
indifference of Licinius towards all modes of 
religion; and to Conftantine alfo, who was 
not yet qualified by information, or induced 
by intereft or perfuafion, to diftinguifh one 
form of opinion among Chriffians from an¬ 
other. It is indeed curious to contemplate 
the ftrength which the different bodies of the 
heretical Chriffians had acquired at the time 
of the publication of the edidt. They had 
their refpedtive buildings for the celebration 
of public worfhip. Their oppofition does not 
feem to have been obvioufly connected with 
political intrigues; but we find that they ex¬ 
cited, by their variety and numbers, the jea- 
loufy of thole, who were dignified with the 
eccleffaffical honours of the empire. All the 
ledls, however, were not indifcriminately ex- 
poled to the perlecution of the magiftrate. 
The opinions of the Novatians were examined 
and tolerated. But this fedt received, we may 
prelume, the lame books of Scripture as their 
founder adopted in the third century; and it 
is admitted that Novatian did not rejedfc the 
facred canon received in his own times, and 
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that he does not mention any fpurious apo- 
ciyphal Chriflian writings. 

. The manners of the ecclefiaftics might be 
in fome degree corrupted by the exuberance 
of profperity, and the purfuits of ambition, 
which opened upon them in the reign of Con- 
ftantine; but in what manner the interefts of 
the Hate could be promoted by the adoption 
of the fuppofed old corruptions of the records 
of their religion, it is difficult to conceive. 
According to the hypothefis of “ The DilTo- 
<c nance” we are to fuppole, that certain books 
of the New Teflament were either forged or 
corrupted in the fecond century; and that, in 
this Hate, a collection of them was received 
and eftablifhed when Chriftianity became the 
religion of a powerful and extenfive empire. 
But what are the grounds of this bold con¬ 
jecture? Conftantine himfelf did not deter¬ 
mine, nor authorize others to determine, what 
books were to be regarded as authentic, and 
what to be rejected as fpurious. This quefiion 
was not difcufled during his reign. Whatever 
was afcertained refpeCting this fubjeCt had 
been previoufly examined by the council of 
Laodicea. . Not that any othey, .authority is to 
be attributed to the dedfion of this aflembly, 
than what may be derived from its antiquity. 
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and the nature of the enquiry in which that 
aflembly was engaged. It had likewife fome 
advantage in being only a provincial council; 
a circumftance which, if it fubtra<fts from the 
univerfality of the opinion which they pro¬ 
nounced; increafes the validity of that opinion 
by the probability that it was exempt from 
the influence of fecular rulers. 

We are required, however, to fuppofe, that 
in the latter part of the fecond century all the 
copies were corrupted, and the forged books 
•generally difperfed; and that in the time of 
Conftantine the Chriftians had availed them- 
felves of thefe corruptions. But would not 
the Arian controverfy have brought to light 
fuch a deception as this? Or, without recur¬ 
ring to antiquity, can it be imagined that the 
author of the Decline and Fall of the Roman 
Empire overlooked, in his extenfive refearches 
into this reign, a fatft of fuch importance, 
which accorded fo Well with his purpofe of 
degrading the character of Conftantine, and 
impugning Chriftianity as an impofture ? The 
wifhed-for difcovery, however, mull eafily 
have been made at the time of the Arian con¬ 
troverfy, if the impofition had then exifted; 
and it is not a little fufpicious, that the author 
of “ The Diflonance” fhould have effected a 
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difcovery, without any intimation or a fli fiance 
from ancient authors, after an interval of four¬ 
teen hundred years, and that he fhould have 
fuggefted corruptions and interpolations, which 
did not occur to the dilputants, nor are re¬ 
corded by the hiftorians, of that diflant period. 
Nor can we avoid admiring the good fortune, 
as well as the acutenefs, of the inventors and 
fabricators of thefe writings, who could at 
fo early a time infert pafTages, or compofe 
books, that fhould afterwards be fo exa&ly 
accommodated to the future interefls of Chrif- 
tians, the eflablifhment of whole religious fyf- 
tem, as the religion of the Rate, could not be 
traced in any events of their own age. If we 
fuppofe that the copies of the interpolated and 
of the forged writings were the fame through¬ 
out both the eaflern and the weflern empire, 
to what are we to afcribe this conformity? 
Was it fo ancient as to have acquired no ad¬ 
ditional authority from the favour and pro¬ 
tection of the Emperor ? If it were the refult 
of fome aCt of political power, it muft, from 
the extent of its operation, have been noticed, 
if not preferved, among the memorials of the 
empire. But we have no record of fuch tranf- 
a&ions; and we are juflified in concluding, 
that no fuch ever exifted. 
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If this mode of reply Ihould be regarded 
as unlatisfa&ory, it rauft be conlidered, that it 
is the only mode which can be employed. 
When objections relate to periods of time, of 
which no hiftorical monuments whatever re¬ 
main, it is ealy to invent fome anfwer, de¬ 
duced from probability, which may fatisfy 
common enquiry, and be applicable to ordi¬ 
nary doubts. But when objections relate to 
periods of time, of which hiftories are pre¬ 
wired, and the hiftorians do not fpeak of 
events, which are Rated in the objections to 
have occurred, we can only flhew, that the 
obje&ors aflume more than the annals of hif- 
tory furnifh, and argue upon fuppolititious and 
prefumptive data. 

We are next to confider the effects of the 
alledged corruptions upon the Gofpel in ge¬ 
neral. The author of “ The Diflonance” af¬ 
firms, that the prefent Gofpel c “ is totally 
“ unlike the Gofpel originally preached by 
“ Jefus and his Apoftles.” This boldly af- 
ferted diverfity he attempts to eftablifh by an 
hypothetical companion of, the prelent and 
former intelligibility of the intent and pur- 
pofes of the Gofpel, and of the evidences of 

« Diflonance, Pref. p. v. 
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its truth. He Rates it to be indifpenfable, 
that d “ fatisfadtory proofs of the truth and 
“ divine authority of the Gofpel, and a com- 
“ plete knowledge of its intents and doctrines, 
“ fhould be really attainable to the ordinary 
“ faculties of the human miqd, and eafy to be 
“ comprehended by children, and the moft 
“ illiterate of the people.” In the fir ft place, 
the ordinary faculties of the human mind are 
incorrectly oppofed “ to children, and the 
“ moft illiterate of the people;” whole facul¬ 
ties are the ordinary faculties of the fpecies. 
The ftate of intellectual powers not yet ma¬ 
tured, or left uncultivated, cannot be taken 
for the ftandard of the intelligibility or fatif- 
factory nature of “ proofs of the truth and 
“ divine authority of the Gofpel, or of its in- 
“ tent and purpofe,” or of any other book or 
lyftem whatfoever. Here however are three 
diftindt objects to be confidered; the Gofpel 
which was preached, its intent and purpofe, 
and the proofs of its truth and divine authoi- 
rity. The Gofpel which our Saviour preached 
confifted, in its moral part, of purity of thought 
and intentions, and univerfal benevolence ; in 
its religious fyftem, it. inculcated the refur- 

d Diffonance, Pref. p. v. 
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re&ion from the dead, a Hate of future re¬ 
wards and punifhments, an atonement for lin, 
through the blood of the divine Teacher of 
thefe doctrines. Its intent and purpole was 
reprefented'by the Jews to be, to deftroy the 
law of Mofes, inftead of being the fulfilment 
of one difpenfation, and the introduction of 
another. The proofs of its truth and divine 
authority were, miracles, and the completion 
of prophecy. In what then, we may afk, did 
the fuperior advantage of the unlearned per- 
fon in the days of our Saviour confifl, with 
regard to the facility of underftanding the 
Golpel, with its intent and its proofs ? He un- 
derltood the language in which it was prin¬ 
cipally communicated, which now perhaps 
conftitutes a part of the literary refearch of 
modern ages. The Gofpel itfelf was intelli¬ 
gible to the poor, or the reply to the Baptift’s 
enquiry^ “ the poor have the Gofpel preached 
“ to them,” was delufive. The proofs of its 
troth and divine authority were intelligible to 
all. The lick were healed inflantaneoufly, 
file fight of the blind was reftored, and devils 
were call out. But thefe were not “ fatif- 
“ faftory proofs” to all. The fick, indeed, 
were healed, but it was upon the fabbath- 
day; the power of fight was communicated 
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to a man who was born blind, but it was 
fulpeCted that he had not been hKnd from his 
birth; devils were caft out, but it was churl- 
ifhly alledged that it was by the power of 
Beelzebub, the prince of the devils. The faCfc 
is, fomething elfe is intimated to be wanting 
to produce conviction betides plenary and 
intelligible evidence; betides being contempo¬ 
raries of our Saviour, hearers of his wifdom* 
and witnefles of his power. Proofs may be 
fufficient, although not fatisfa&ory in the 
event of their influence; although they do 
not produce conviction; becaule it may be 
objected at any time, that fads were deficient, 
as proofs: either that the miracles were not 
performed at all, or not at a convenient iea- 
fi>n, or not by the inherent power of the vi- 
fible agent; for wherever a doubt can be fug- 
gefted, or a difpute is intended, objections to 
the belt received truths may be invented; in¬ 
genious, perhaps, but not fubftantial; plaufible, 
but vifionary; learned, but irrational and in- 
conclufive. With regard to the full compre- 
hention of the intent of the Golpel, a degree 
of prejudice prevailed at its firft publication, 
which is no reproach to the revelation ittelf. 
It required repeated afluranees from our Lord 
himfelf to latisfy his followers, that he did not 
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come to deftroy, but to fulfil the law of Mo¬ 
tes; and the tame prejudices fubfifted to a 
diftant period. The circumftance, therefore, 
of living at the time did not in this refpeCt 
tend to clear, but rather to obfcure, this par¬ 
ticular defign of the Gofpel. 

It is not however doubted, that there ex- 
ifted a fource of more complete informa¬ 
tion than could be poflefied in iucceeding 
times, and had no reference to the intellectual 
qualifications of thofe, to whom it was afford¬ 
ed : this was, the advantage of a perfonal 
communication, and in hearing the doCtrines 
promulgated, arid in being eye-witneffes of 
thole tranlaCtions in which our Lord and his 
Apofiles were concerned. Yet this is likewife 
independent of the peculiar intelligibility of 
the revelation itfelf, and its proofs. 

We are further informed, that e the truth 
“ of the Gofpel, and the authenticity of the 
<( Scriptures which teach it, reft folely upon 
€t the plurality of the voices of corrupt and 
“ erring men, of no authority from heaven, 
** and fupported only by the power of earthly 
** magiftrates.” But, upon a review of the 

e Diflonance, Pref. p. v. 
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records of the early centuries, it does not ap¬ 
pear that the civil magiftrate interpofed to 
adapt the teftimony of the authenticity of the 
Scriptures to any object of his own; but the 
Chriftians received fome as genuine, and re¬ 
jected others as fpurious, upon the proper evi¬ 
dence and examination, without arrogating 
to themfelves any exclufive authority to de¬ 
termine for others, and certainly without the 
fanCtion of the civil magiltrate. For it is well 
known, that the canon of the New Teftament 
was formed and eftablifhed, not merely be¬ 
fore the civil magiftrate protected Chriftia- 
nity, but during his oppofition and hoftility. 
No agreement of a plurality of voices, either 
pure or corrupt, in a council, fo early as the 
fourth century, determined that the canon of 
Scripture fhould confift of fuch books, and no 
others. If we feek for this majority of fuf- 
frages in the proceedings of the council of 
Laodicea, or that of Nice, the refult will be 
in contradiction to the affertions of the author 
of “ The Diflonance.” If our accounts on 
this fubjeCt are true, we do not difcover that 
any difference of opinion divided the affembly 
at Laodicea 5 fo that, for any thing we know, 
they were unanimous in their decifions. Their 
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conduct, as far as it is to be colledted from hif- 
tory, was candid and unexceptionable. They 
examined what books were received by the 
churches in former times/and, as the conclu- 
lion of that enquiry, determined which were, 
or were not, the canonical books. But their 
catalogue is to be regarded rather as an aflu- 
rance that the enquiry was duly and carefully 
conduced, than as an authoritative fandtion 
of a collection of facred books. And fome- 
thing of weight on this topic ought in reafon 
to be afcribed to the opinion of the council of 
Laodicea, becaufe they might poflefs fources 
of information which are not now in exift- 
ence. If we refer to the meafures of the 
council of Nice, at which Conftantine himfelf 
is faid to have prefided, the queftion refpedt- 
ing the canon of Scripture was not difcufled. 
It is faid to have been attended by an incre¬ 
dible number of ecclefiaftics of inferior rank, 
as well as bifhops. Much indeed has been 
feverely, and in general f forcibly alledged, 
againft the decifions of thefe conventions; but 
it is fcarcely to be fuppofed, that, in fuch a 
multitude of various orders of men, no perfon 
could be found, whom the affedtation of fin- 

f I allude to Jortin’s Remarks on Ecclefiaftical Hillory. 
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gularity, the pride of diftin&ion, or the per- 
verfenefs of jealoufy, might not have led to 
diflent from the majority of their aflociates > 
But where are we informed of the amount of 
the numbers on each fide, which determined 
the authenticity of the evangelical writings ? 
The independent conftitution of the primitive 
churches had a tendency to leave to the dif- 
cretion of each fociety of Chriftians refpe<9> 
ively the reception of fuch books of Scripture 
as they had reafon to think were genuine, 
uninfluenced by the fuperiority of any one 
church or. fociety in particular. The tem¬ 
porary exclufion of the Apocalypfe from the 
canon evinced caution in the determination of 
the ancient churches, and proved that they 
did not rafhly admit the books, which had 
been already placed in the number of thofe 
that were genuine, and thpt they waited till 
farther enquiry juftified their reception of this 
book Under that character, like the reft. 

We cannot indeed difcover any mode of 
corrupting the facred Scriptures, or of efta- 
bliflpng the authority of fitch as are fuppofed 
to have been corrupted, that neceflarily re¬ 
fitted from the eftablifliment of Chriftianity 
as the imperial rule of faith. We are not in¬ 
formed what reafons induced Conftantine to 
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kdopt the faith of the majority, nor whether 
any intrigue was employed to attach him to 
that party; and no political reafon can be 
affigned why he might not have apoftatized 
after his converfion. We muft therefore fup*- 
pole, that the ordinary motives of conviction 
operated upon his mind as they had done on 
perfons of inferior rank, and as they ftill oper 
rate upon mankind in general. What deter- 
mined one man to be a heretic, and another 
to profefs orthodoxy, at that time, was pro¬ 
bably the fame caufe which has always pro T 
duCfed diveffity of opinion,, and will continue 
to produce it, urtder all modes of government 
whatfoever. 

It is remarked by s Moffieim, in anfwer to 
thole who would refer the profeffion of Chrif- 
tianity by Conftantine to motives of ambition, 
that upon attentive reflection, and after a di¬ 
ligent examination of the hiflory of that pe¬ 
riod, he could not perceive that the profeffion 
of the Chriftian faith either did or could pro* 
mote, the attainment of his wifli to reign with¬ 
out a colleague; an objeCfc which, he does not 
deny, he ardently purfued. His government 


s Mofheim de Reb. Chrift. ante Conft. Magn. p. 969, 
970. 


Q 


Digitized by v^ooQle 



SERMON VII, 


226 

Was profperous before he was a Chrrftian, and 
not a difciple of any religious fyftem what* 
Over. 

The h heretics of that age were leverely 
treated, and the various edi&s againft their 
followers fliew that they Were numerous and 
powerful bodies of men, and able in their turn 
to impofe confiderable reftraint upon the more 
favoured profeffors of orthodoxy; and their 
proceedings continued to excite the jealoufy 
Of the prince, and ultimately provoked his co¬ 
ercion. They would afliiredly at this time 
have reproached the orthodox, if there had 
been any foundation for it, with having fubfti- 
tuted a forged and interpolated canOn of Scrip¬ 
ture inftead of the genuine writings, when 
the fuflerings, which the fupreme authority 
inflicted, confided of the demolition of their 
places of public worfhip, and the plunder and 
definition of their books. But we do not 
hear of any complaints of this kind; nor does 
it appear, that the public reading of the Scrip¬ 
tures was under any reftraint, or that any me¬ 
thods were ufed to prevent the diftufion of the 
knowledge and information which they con¬ 
tain. This muft have taken place, we may 

h See Bingham. 
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conclude, bad the ruling party been confcious 
that they had by fraud and impolition obtain* 
ed the fan&ion of the civil authority for the 
reception and acknowledgment of forged 
Scriptures. The very exiftence of the heretics 
fuppofes, that there was in their pofleflion a 
ftandard of fcriptures of the New Teflament, 
by which the deviations of the orthodox, if 
any, might have been afcertained. 

One of the effects of the corruption of the 
Gofpel is faid to be, the alteration of its ori¬ 
ginal character of perfpicuity. * “ Its moft 
“ important, becaufe its fundamental doc- 
“ trines, are to be interpreted only by the fa- 
“ gacity of the learned refpe&ing the mean- 
“ ing of a few controverted words or fen fences 
** of Greek or Hebrew.” For this confe- 
quence neither the church of ConRantine, nor 
any other church, is refponfible; nor do we 
know how the difficulty would be leflened, if 
the Gofpel had been preferred in any other 
language than the Greek. The fagacity of the 
learned would fiill have been neceflary, and 
perhaps lefs fuccefsful, becaufe it muft have 
been fhidied under much greater difadvan- 
tages. The Golpel indeed, if it had been the 

‘ Diflonance, Pref. p. y. 
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intention of Providence, might, and it 'would, 
have been written in fome other of the tongues,, 
the knowledge of which was imparted to the. 
Apoftles on the day of Pentecoft. But this- 
circumftance would not have obviated objec¬ 
tions deduced from the language in which it 
was compoled. The language in which it is 
Written correfponds with the publicity of our 
Saviour’s actions. They were not performed 
in tome obfcure and remote diftrid, nor is the 
language of the Golpel the ancient dialed of 
fome barbarous or illiterate tribe of Alia. It. 
fubjeded the facred hiftory and dodrine to' 
the examination of the whole civilized world. 
We can have the Golpel only in two ways; 
with or without writing. Would the fuppo- 
fition enhance the credibility of what we of- 
the prefent day are to receive as the rule of 
our faith, were we to fuppofe, that the Gofpel 
might have been communicated and tranf- 
mitted orally from the firft apoftolical teacher, 
who underftood the language of the converts 
by fpecial revelation ? As the language in; 
which the Golpel is written was the bell un¬ 
derftood, , the moft widely diftufed, and pre¬ 
vailed longer in the world than any other, 
therefore we have better fecurity for the 
prefent refemblance of the -Golpel to its 
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prototype, than we otherwife could haver 
had. 

Another pofition of our opponent is, that' 
to underfland the doctrines of the Gofpel re¬ 
quires critical learning and fagacity ; but this 5 
may be applied with more force to any other 
Ancient language. The objection, however, 
comprizes feveral particulars; as, what are to 
be confidered as the fundamental do&rines of 
Chriflianity, and in what fentences of Greek 
or Hebrew are they contained ? We are not 
favoured, however, with any direction to dis¬ 
cover what thofe fundamental doctrines may 
be which are characterized or alluded to by 
the author of “ The DifTonance,” no other- 
wife than that they are “ contained in a few 
“words or fentences of Greek or Hebrew.” 
Is it meant that we fhould collect briefly, 
that the fundamental were the intelligible* 
dodrines ? Thefe dodrines, however, were 
preached intelligibly to the bulk of mankind 
by Jefus and his Apoftles. But it will not’ 
detract from the authority or authenticity of 
any part of the New Teflament to fuppofe, 
that thofe paflages, which are now interpreted 
by the affi fiance of the critical fagacity of the 
fearned, were the fame, that were eafily un- 
defftood by the generality of the hearers, who: 
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were at the time addreffed by our Saviour and 
his Apoffles. If thefe pafTages were not the 
fame, Rill more fagacity and more critical 
knowledge would be neceflary to eftablifh the 
difference, or the interpolation. That the con¬ 
temporaries of the Apoffles and Jefiis Chrift 
underffood many allufions, many parts of the 
hiftory, the metaphorical language, and other 
Circumffances, more perfe&ly than we can 
underffand them at prefent, is no more than 
what muff be laid of the readers of the works 
of all ancient authors: but if the Goljpel were 
to be committed to writing at all, it muff ne- 
ceflarily follow, that whatever language was 
uied, it would equally require the ftudy of the 
learned to deliver corre&ly the plainer parts, 
for the inffru&ion of Chriffians in general, as 
to fupport a difcuffion of the more difficult 
or lels obvious ones with adversaries. Want 
of intelligibility, however, cannot be alledged 
candidly againff the fundamental doctrines of 
the Gofpels, when it is faid folely to confiff in 
the language. The language is not a ffmrce 
of unintelligibility, when that language conffi- 
tutes a part of the education of every liberal 
fcholar. It is not a myffic language, confined 
to the prieffs of our religion; it is not the 
hieroglyphic lore of the hierophant. If the 
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fubjed indeed has difficulties which perplex 
the underftanding, and which, without forae 
labour, and perhaps after every exertion of 
the underftanding, are not apparently fufcep- 
tible of explication, the mere words ami phra- 
feology, as belonging to the extind dialed of 
another country, cannot be adduced as a fair 
criterion of priftine intelligibility. 

The four Gofpels were received by the 
church of Conftantine, according to the au¬ 
thor of “ The Diflbnance,” k “ upon the au- 
“ thority of thole profefled Chriftians of the 
“ fecond and third centuries, whom they have 
“ thought fit to denominate orthodox; and 
“ who, rejecting all thole numerous evange- 
“ lical hiftories, which, Luke informs us, were 
“ written in his time, admitted and preferred 
“ thefe four alone, and attributed them to the 
“ authors, under whole names they now ap- 
“ pear.” It is here afiiuned, without evidence, 
that the hiftories, to which St. Luke alludes, 
were contradidory to his own. It is then 
aigued, that the Chriftians of the fecond and 
third centuries rejeded thefe evangelical hif¬ 
tories becaule they were in oppofition to the 
accounts in the other Golpels. But who has 

k Diflbnance, p. 19. 
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related any of thefe circumftahces, the fads 
of the hiftories of which St. Luke fpeaks, the 
names of the authors, the names of the pro*- 
felled Chriltians who adopted or rejected, them, 
in what manner the rejection was agreed upon 
and declared, or who has preferved the mi- 
nutell fragment of any one. of thefe “ nu- 
“ merous evangelical hiftories ?” The author 
of “ The Diflbnance” has himfelf let the ex¬ 
ample of interpolation in his own perfon by 
audacioully prefuming to fupply the alledged 
defeats of hiftory by lubftituting his own un¬ 
founded conjectures and alfumptions in the 
place of the records of truth. But it is not 
ealy to conceive how thefe Chriftians could 
admit and preferve four Gofpels only, without 
expoling themfelves, not merely to the notice, 
hut to the refentment of thofe perfons, whole 
facred books were anterior to that of St. Luke. 
It is difficult to imagine that a mere firatagem 
of party, in favour of four fpurious narratives. 
Could at onGe annihilate the credit, or even 
deftroy the exiftence, of all the other more 
ancient and more authentic accounts of the 
fame fubjeCt; and it is ftill more difficult to 
imagine by what means the contents of . thefe 
loft writings have been fo well afcertained, as 
to juftify the. affirmation, that they contra- 
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dieted the accounts contained in the Gofpels 
which we now receive. But as the general 
prefervation of any particular writing is not 
eafily accomplifhed by intereft or favour, lo 
neither is the annihilation of oppofite accounts 
of fafts to be effefted completely by any 
means whatever. The procefs is not altoge¬ 
ther mechanical. The inftruments are not 
merely fire and violence, or a combination of 
a party, or a tribunal *of inquifitors. Public 
opinion is of much too intelleftual a nature 
to be tangible by any of thefe human con¬ 
trivances. How could the Chriftians controul 
and direft, to their own ends, fuch a fubtle 
and delicate, but extenfive engine as this, in 
the fecond and third centuries ? Both the or¬ 
thodox and the heretics refpeftively preferved 
copies of their own books, in oppofition to 
the fame fpecies of political force; the former 
in the reign of Diocletian, and the latter un¬ 
der that of Conftantine. 

, The author of “ The Diflonance,” however; 
does not wholly attribute the reception of 
what he confiders a fabulous and fpurioud 
Golpel to the influence of a great worldly ru¬ 
ler. He is periuaded, that it has been ad¬ 
mitted, according to a-prediftion of St. Paul; 
that men would believe “ a firong delufion,” 
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becaufe they took “ pleafure in unrighteouf- 
“ nefs.” He has “ no doubt” “ that the doc* 
“ trine of Chrift’s death being a full fatis- 
“ faction to the divine juftice for all the fins 
“ and uqrighteoufnefs of men, which is founds 
“ ed principally upon this fabulous and fpu- 
“ rious Gofpel called Matthew’s, is partiau- 
** larly alluded to by the Chrijlian prophet in 
this prediSion; and that this has always 
** been the grand inducement with the mem- 
“ bers of the orthodox church of Conftantine, 
“ next to compulfion and temporal allure- 
“ merits of the civil magiftrale, to attach them 
“ to its fabulous, idolatrous fuperftition.” The 
true hiftory is fuppofed to be that in which are 
omitted the words “ for the remifiion of fins,” 
which St. Matthew has recorded in his ac¬ 
count of the inilitution of the lafi: fupper. As 
it has not been my objedfc to difcufs the doc¬ 
trines contained in the feveral books, the au¬ 
thenticity of which this writer has endea¬ 
voured to invalidate, I lhall here only obferve, 
that the rejection of the words, “ for the re- 
“ million of fins,” will not be firfficieirt for 
the purpofe of the objedtor. For although he 
wUhes to reduce the infiitution of the laft fup¬ 
per to a mere memorial of the former exig¬ 
ence of firch a perfon as our Saviour, yet he 
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retains as genuine other words, which cannot 
be referred to the notion of a merely comme¬ 
morative rite. St. Luke, whole narrative is 
averted by the objector to be more correct 
than that of St, Matthew, relates, that our 
Saviour’s words were, “ This cup is the New 
“ Teflament in my blood, which is ihed for 
“ you.” We cannot fo far Amplify the mean¬ 
ing of this expreffion as to fuppofe, that its 
whole force is employed to fignify, that our 
Saviour lhed his blood merely to imprels the 
memory of his death upon the recollection of 
his difciples. As the Anal caufe of the death 
of Chrift, this explanation will not latisfy any 
enquirer. The great objeCt of the appearance 
of our Saviour in the flelh, after the promulga¬ 
tion of the Golpel, was his death; and a very 
inadequate reafon of his death is to be found 
in the purpofe of the perpetuation of his own 
memory. If the rite Amply commemorated 
the fad, and did not denote its nature and de- 
fign, the words “ my blood, which was lhed 
“ for you,” would exprels, that the memory 
of his mere appearance would not have been 
preferved without this Aiedding of his blood. 

It is remarkable, that this doCtrine of atone¬ 
ment is laid to have been received by the mem¬ 
bers of the church of ConAantine, upon its 
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own intrinfic tendency, next to the compulfion 
and temporal allurements “ of the civil magif- 
“ trate.” Among fo many powerful motives it 
is not ealy to difcriminate the feparate ope¬ 
ration of each, and to aflign to it the appro¬ 
priate effect. A doctrine, which is reprefen ted 
as being fo favourable to the vicious and im¬ 
moral propenfities of our corrupt nature, could 
not fail of alluring numerous profelytes. This 
indeed would defervedly claim a place among 
the fecondary caufes in the propagation of 
Chriftianity. Temporal allurements and poli¬ 
tical compulfion were linneceflary, and could 
not be compared in influence with the agency 
Of the other caufe. But the doctrine is re- 
prefented as adting only in fubordination to 
Compulfion and allurement. This indeed is 
an inftance of metaphyfical accuracy, which 
does not perhaps yet belong to the fcience. 
The mind is here fuppofed to be under the 
influence of various caufes, and the order is 
afcertained in which the energy of each is 
exereifed. This furely furnifhes a raoft extra¬ 
ordinary picture of the Rate of the Chriftian’ 
community at that period. They are fuppofed 
to have been actuated by feveral interefted 
confiderations in receiving one of the funda¬ 
mental 'doftrines of their religion ; by the dread 
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of force, by the allurement of temporal com- 
penlation, and by the abfolute atonement for 
the fins of the wicked by the death of Chrift. 
For what period are we to fuppofe that thefe 
principles of conduct continued to operate on 
the minds of men ? The delulion is fuppofed 
to have been ftrong, yet it might have been 
difiipated. It required only the interpofition 
of fome innovating enthufiaft, or exafperated 
heretic> to expofe to the multitude the inftru- 
ment of the deception, the forgery of the book 
from which the doctrine of the atonement 
was firft divulged. This could have been at¬ 
tempted at any time; for we can fee no moral 
or political obftacle to prevent the difclofure 
of fuch an impofture, if fuch an impofture had 
exifted. The fame fpirit, which reformed the 
weftern churches in fubfequent ages, would 
have burft forth and have undeceived that of 
Conftantine. But the church of Conftantine 
did not prevent any of its members from ap¬ 
plying the lame tell for the general authenti¬ 
city of the books of the New Teftament that 
the author of “ The Diflonance” has employ¬ 
ed. The Golpel of St. Luke was as open tq 
their examination, as it has been fince to his. 
They might have afTumed it as the fiandard 

of the truth of the other narratives, or, from 

* • * \ ' '■ • ' .... 
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the frequent perufal of it, they might have 
obferved that difcrepancy with the other Gof- 
pels, which might have led to a fimilar con* 
clufion of want of accuracy in the reft. But 
of fuch proceedings there is not the flighted 
intimation any where. It is indeed acknow¬ 
ledged by the obje&or, that his own ftandard 
is not without imperfections. The interpo¬ 
lators, he thinks, have altered feme portions; 
fo that the rule, by which we are to afcertain 
the correfpondence or variation of the thing 
to be examined, is itfelf correCt only to a cer¬ 
tain degree. The interpolations indeed are 
faid to be “ not difficult to be diftinguifhed 
** by an accurate attentive reader;” but the 
eharaCteriftic of a rule is not, that it has devia¬ 
tions eafily difcernible, and that it is ftraight 
in general; but this, that it fhall be capable of 
fhewing the equality or inequality in every 
part of that to which it is applied. By this 
acknowledgment, we are juftified in rejecting 
an appeal to fech an imperfect and inadequate 
teft of truth or falfehood. 

In commendation, however, of the Gofpel 
of St. Luke, and as a reafon for preferring it 
to that of St. Matthew, it is laid, that “ St. 
« Luke wrote his hiftories in the language in 
u which we have received them *” but that 
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St Matthew wrote his Gofpel in Hebrew or 
Syro-Ohaldaic, and we have received it in 
Greek. Without adverting to the obfcurity 
refpedting the nature and exigence of the 
Syro-Chaldaic original of St. Matthew’s Gof- 
pel, it is aflhmed, that the Greek is a tranfla- 
tion, and that 1 “ a critical attention to the 
“ language of the writing itfelf, compared 
“ with that of Luke’s hiftories, thews that it 
“ is not a tranflation from any uniform ori- 
“ ginalthat ** it was written long after 
“ Luke’s feeond hiftory j” that it was of later 
date than the " hiftory of Jofephusthat 
the author “ was not an Apoftlethat “ his 
“ ignorance of the geography of Paleftine, and 
“ of the cuftoms of the Hebrew people,” fheW 
“ he was not a Jew; and that he did not un- 
“ derftand the prophecies of the Jewifh Scrip- 
“ ture.” Of thefe particulars we fliall here con- 
fider two only. That there is a difference in 
the flyle of St. Luke from that of the other 
Evangelifts, has been too often remarked to 
leave a doubt, that the critics have not been 
miftaken. But to affirm that this difference 
of ftyle fliall denote the difference, in thefe 
mftances, of the age of the refpedtive writers 


* Diffonance, p.41. 
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with great, or indeed with any approxima¬ 
tion to exa&nefs, is to afiign to it the pro¬ 
perty of a criterion, which it does not pofleis. 
When we fpeak of the pure writers of anti¬ 
quity, then we may appeal to this ftandard; 
but when we are confidering the compofitions 
of authors in a language not indigenous, a dif¬ 
ference not only in the general education of 
the perfons, but merely the difference of place 
where they acquired the language in which 
they wrote, was fufficient to produce a varia¬ 
tion in their ftyle, which might be miffaken 
for the chara&eriftics of different ages in which 
the writers are faid to have lived. 

’ We are next to remark, that the very omif- 
lions of St. Luke are affumed as decifive of the 
propriety and authenticity of what is inferted 
in St. Matthew. This is an unwarranted ap¬ 
plication of the llandard of the truth of hif- 
tory. It is ufed likewife by this management 
to determine, not merely what portions are 
omitted, but to afcertain the reafon why they 
have been omitted by the other writer. Such 
is the exemplification of the licentious and ir¬ 
regular ufe of a rule, aflumed under the pre¬ 
tence, and indeed with an olientation, of ac¬ 
curacy ; and fuch are the conlequences of 
abandoning the .ufual kinds of evidence, and 
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inventing modes of inveftigation, which could 
not perhaps, even to the author, feem to pro- 
mife refults of greater certainty. A queltion 
however occurs in this place, with what de¬ 
gree of innocence can this be done ? The en¬ 
quiry after truth is laudable: and we are not 
affirming that there is guilt in learching for 
it, where others have not preceded us; but in 
fearching for it by means which are known 
not to be adapted for its difcovery. The pro- 
feffion of the love of truth has been repeated 
by polemics till it produces wearinefs and rea- 
fonable diftruft, becaufe it has too often pro¬ 
ceeded from the lips of thofe who have pre- 
vioufly perverted the neceflary evidence, or 
who have directed others to fearch for it in 
fources, which they knew would be explored 
in vain. 


R 
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Acts m. 37. 

And as Paul was to be led into the cajlle, he Jaid unto 
the chief captain, May I/peak unto thee? who /aid; 
Canft thou/peak Greek f 

*In Confidering the queftion of the authen¬ 
ticity and genuinenefs of the evangelical writ¬ 
ings, the language in which they are written 
claims our attention, not merely as a fubje6t 
of curious reiearch, but alfb as it comprehends 
the enquiry, whether any of them, in the form 

* The reader is defired to obferve, that the “ Hercala- 
" nenfia” were not publifhed when this difcourfe was 
finiflied; and no fafts have fince been inferted from that 
Work. The whole afliftarfce which I have received in the 
compolition of this difcourfe has been derived from the 
“ Appendix” to “ Obfervations on the Words of the 
" Centurion uttered at the Crucifixion of our Lord, by a 
“ Layman $ Oxford printed, 1809 and I have acknow-f 
ledged it, as the occafions occur. For the reft of the fafts, 
their difcovery, their difpofition, and their application, V 
am to receive, without participation, cCnfure or praife, 
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in which we have received them, are verfions 
from another tongue; and whether the firft 
introduction of Latin terms can he fo afcer- 
tained as to form an argument to prove a ipu- 
rious original, when they are found in writ¬ 
ings of a particular date. The author of "The 
" DilTonance” has declared, that " this tingle 
" circumltance of the language,” the mixture 
of Latin words, induces him to " fufpeCt every 
" parage and writing, wherein it is found, to 
" be either an interpolation or fiction of no 
" earlier date than the middle of the fecond 
" century; and, if corroborated by other cir- 
" cumftances of inconfiftency or great im- 
" probability, to afford a full conviction of 
" their fpurioufnels, and want of apoftolic au- 
" thenticity b .” The moft complete mode of 
refuting this objection teemed to be, that of 
giving an hiltorical tketch of the diffiilion of 
the knowledge of the Greek language among 
various nations in general, or among liich as 
were connected, with the Romans by fubju- 
gation or alliance; although a thorter, yet fuf- 
ficient anfwer, might be found in the conii- 
deration, that in the books of the Evangelifts, 
and the apoftle Paul, we have inftances of the 

b Diffonance, p. 53. 
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current colloquial phrafeology of the country, 
which we cannot expert Ihould be exemplified 
or repeated in authors, whole bulinels it was 
to record other events, in which other fub- 
jeds, and perfons of a different and higher 
dais, were concerned. 

It is lome prefumption in favour of the au¬ 
thenticity of a revelation, when it is commu¬ 
nicated in the language Which is moll general, 
and bell underllood, in thofe places where it 
is the objed: and bulinels of the agents to dif- 
fole a knowledge of that revelation. To pro¬ 
mulgate it originally through the means of a 
tranllation would be a fufpicious introdudtion 
of a new religious lyllem. A verfion removes 
the original too far from general examination, 
and interpofes a veil, which obilru&s and li¬ 
mits the enquiry to which a recent revelation 
Humid be unrefervedly expoled. We mull 
contend for the prefence of every circum- 
ftance which could facilitate invelligation, and 
extend to all, the knowledge of the fubje<St re¬ 
vealed, and which would leave the judgment 
unditlurbed with any fulpicion of a fraudulent 
interpretation of the original. 

It is laid to be alcertained by fufficient tef- 
timony, that the Golpel of St. Matthew was 
originally coriipofed in the Hebrew language 

R 3 
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of that period; As we have no remains of 
this work in that language, it is argued, that 
c “ the eaflern Jews, and the many thoufands 
“ of Jewifh Chriflians who fled to Pella, and 
“ alfo the Nazarenes,” would require a Gofpel 
in their own language, becaule they did not un- 
derfland Greek* 1 . If this reafoning be admitted 
to prove a neceflity for the compofition of a 
Gofpel in the Syro-Chaldaic or Hebrew lan¬ 
guage, it ought likewife to be admitted to 
prove, that fuch a Gofpel would have been 
neceflarily preferved among the members of 
fo confiderable a community. The queftion 
is not, whether any infpired writing is loft; 
nor do we infill upon the infpiration as a 
pledge of the interference of the Almighty to 
preferve it. We -rather enquire, whether a 
book ever exifled which was purpofely de- 
figned for fo large a number of converts, and 
which, if it exifled, muft have been loll by the 
intervention of fuch caufes only as, we might 
prefume, would have afleded the condition of 
the people in fuch a manner, as would have 

c Michaelis, vol. iii. part i. p. 115. 

d Michaelis, vol. iii. parti, p. 143. “ Dr. Mafch indeed 
€€ has brought nine arguments to prove, that the Jews, 
“ even • at Jerufalem, univerfally underftood Greek; but 
** they really are of too value whatever. ,> 
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attracted the attention of the hiftorian. But 
we learn alfo from hiftorical evidence, that 
the Greek Golpel of St. Matthew was early 
known, fo that the period, during which the 
afe of the Hebrew Gofpel fublifted, if it ever 
lubfifted exclufively of the other, muft have 
been fo lhort, as almoft to have made it unne- 
ceflary to compofe foch a work. We might alk, 
how a Greek tranflation became neceflary at 
all, but particularly fo foon after the publica¬ 
tion of the Hebrew original. Who were the 
perfons that required St. Matthew’s Golpel 
to be publilhed in the Greek language, rather 
than the Golpels of St. Mark and St. Luke ? 
Againft thefe hypothetical arguments the tef- 
timony of Papias will perhaps be adduced as 
decilive. This teftimony it is not my inten¬ 
tion to weaken by any attempt to depreciate 
the underftanding and abilities of the witnefs, 
becaufe a very fmall portion of either was fof- 
fident to qualify him for this very limple 
effort. He lays, that “ each perfon interpret- 
“ ed the Hebrew Gofpel of St. Matthew as 
“ he was able.” Thele words feem to de- 
fcribe the Hate of the knowledge of the He¬ 
brew language at that time; but in what 
place, and among what perfons, is not fpeci- 
fied. If however St. Matthew wrote, as it is 

r 4 
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related ugon'as good'authority for Jews, who 
uoderftood' Hebrew only, what neceffity was 
there fpr, the interpretation of which Papias 
fpeaks ? There certainly are difficulties in the 
evidence of Papias; but yve are not justified in- 
explaining away, or in rejecting that evidence; 
He had; not feen the book itfelf, although he 
was an ancient writer ; nor was he informed, 
although he was particularly affiduous in col¬ 
lecting information on fubje<£t$ of this nature, 
in what place it was to be found. And yet 
his c diftanpe from the time of the appearance 
of the Hebrew Gofpel needed not to have pre¬ 
cluded him fropi knowing thefe circumltances 
from, the fame perfons who related the others. 
The Ample explanation of the words of Pa¬ 
pias certainly juftifies the reader in concluding, 
that the Hebrew language was not well »n - 
derftood by; the perfons who ufed the Hebrew r 
copy of St. Matthew’s Gofpel; and thole 
perfons could not be, on the other hand, Jews, 
who understood the Greek language only. It 
is not ufual to reprefent as a remarkable oc¬ 
currence, that a certain body of people were 
able to comprehend the meaning of a book 
which was written in their native language; 

e He was a difciple of St. John. 
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but it certainly is a curious facft, that they 
underftaod it fo imperfectly as the expreffion 
implies. But whatever theory the teftimony 
of Papias may contradict, we muft never- 
tbdefs retain it. The Jews of Jerufelem; it 
has been aflerted, did not undertiand Greek. 
But thefe persons might, from their tltua- 
tion and connections, have been fuppofed to 
he almoft neceflarily acquainted with the 
Greek language; and this not as a part of a 
learned, or even an ordinary education, but 
from the necedity there was for its employ¬ 
ment in .the ufual intercourse of life, and from 
their connection with Greeks and even with 
Homans. The annual refort of Jews to the me¬ 
tropolis from the countries where the Greek 
toDgue was the vernacular language, was 
alone fufficient to induce, if not to oblige 
them, to attain in early age this additional 
medium of communication. The text indeed 
thews, that f “ when St. Paul fpake in pub- 
“ lie before the Jews in Jerutalem, he ad- 
“ dretTed them in Hebrew.” But he ufed the 
Hebrew with an obvious intention, and foe 
die tame reafon that he ufed Greek in ad¬ 
drefling the captain of the band, who was 

{ Michaelis, vol. iv. p. 315. 
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forprifed at it, and immediately enquired r 
“ Art not thou that Egyptian, which before 
“ thefe days madeft an uproar, and leddeft 
“ out into the wildernefs four thoufand men 
“ that were murderers ?” It is aflumed that 
St. Paul was, , at this time, known to the body 
of the people; but it is evident, from the 
words of a fubfequent paflage, that they were 
acquainted with him only as he had been re- 
prefented by the Afiatic Jews, as “ the man 
“ that teacheth all men every where againft 
“ the people, and the law, and the temple 
and that “ he had brought Greeks into the 
“ temple, and had polluted that holy place.” 
St. Paul had conciliated the courtely of the 
Roman officer by fpeaking Greek, and ob¬ 
tained permiffion to addrels the people, whofe 
violence he thought he could reftrain till he 
had explained the hiftory of his life, and the 
particular actions of which he was accufed. 
Nothing therefore could more fuddenly excite 
their curiofity, and prelent a motive for atten¬ 
tion, than the contrail of their acculation with 
the language of his defence; which, other- 
wile, might have been loll in clamour at its 
commencement, and he might not have had 
the opportunity of faying, “ I am verily a 
u man which am a Jew.” St. Paul therefore 
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fpoke in Hebrew to obviate this part of the 
acculation, and to Ihew that he was a Jew, 
and not a Greek, and had no inducement to 
pollute the temple by introducing into it 
Qreeks, or other Grangers. 

There can be no other reafon for an an¬ 
xious ! and minute inveftigation of the fa<ft, 
whether any book, or part of Scripture, be a 
tranflation, but that it is conne&ed with the 
enquiry, whether or not, on that account, it 
can be regarded as divinely infpired. This 
very addrels of St. Paul was in the Hebrew 
tongue; but it is tranfmitted to us in Greek 
only. Now we mult have it either from St. 
Paul himfelf, or from St. Luke. In the firft 
cafe, there rauft have been two originals; and 
in the other, we are not ignorant who was 
the tranllator. In confidering the queftion of 
the infpiration of a tranflated work, it leems 
neceflary that the tranllator flhould be known, 
and that an original lhould be found to have 
exifted, or to have been ufed among thofe per- 
fons where it was firft publilhed. It is not 
intended .to deny the claim of infpiration to 
any work merely becaufe it is a verfion. If 
it. is correct to explain, according to this no¬ 
tion, the interpretation of tongues, this was no 
lefs a Ipiritual gift to the apoftolical teachers 
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than did power of fpeaking the' tongues which 
were interpreted ; and then the only queftion 
that remains is, whether an oral had better 
pretentions to infpiration than a written ver- 
lion. This power of interpretation would 
not merely facilitate, but enfure the corredt- 
nefs of fuch a verfion. We might after all 
expert, that the fame tradition, by which the 
Gofpd itftlf is afcribed to St, Matthew, would 
alfo inform us who was the trandator. But 
it ii not neceflary to purfue thefe oonje&ures. 
It iriay be more ufeful to trace ah outline of 
the biftory of the diffbfion of the Greek lan¬ 
guage among the inhabitants of thofe coun¬ 
tries who reforted to Jerusalem, arid witnefled 
the hidden communication of their retpe&lve 
dialects or languages to the uninftrudted Gali¬ 
leans. It may perhaps in this view be re¬ 
garded as an illuftrative comment upon this 
part of the Ad's of the Apoftles. 

We may firft examine, to what degree the 
Greek language was cultivated, not merely 
“ in Egypt, and in the parts ofLibya about 

Cyrehe,” but in the northern region of 
Africa in general. One of the moft remark¬ 
able efFedts of the fettlement of the Greeks in 
Africa, after the conquefts of Alexander, was 
the verfion of the facred books of the Jews. 
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We may deduce ufefiil conclufions from either 
fide of the diiputed hiftory of this verfion. If 
the fecond Ptolemy applied to the Jewith San* 
hedrim for tranflators, then the Jews of Jeru- 
falem undevftood the language of Greece more 
than two centuries and a half before the age 
of our Saviour. And what cautfes, we might 
aft, had operated fo as to make them loft 
what they had once pofieffed in fo eminent a 
manner ? If, again, it were the work of the 
Alexandrine Jews, we fee at what a remote 
period the people of that nation, and in this 
country, were qualified to ufe the Greek lan* 
guage for every purpofe. If we continue our 
progrefe fouthwards, we diftover, not far from 
the coaft of the Erythrean fea, the fbvereign 
of a confiderable tradt fkilled in the language 
of Greece; not perhaps the remains of the 
literature of the age of the Ptolemies, but 
the effe&s of the commerce of the adjacent 
fea. Hie comparatively recent infcription at 
Axum marks the public ufe of the feme lan¬ 
guage, and its continuance probably in the 
fame diftridt to the beginning of the fourth 
century. If we return to the northern fliores, 
we are reminded, that although the Carthagi¬ 
nians, who were jealous of expofing their go¬ 
vernment or their commerce to the enquiry 
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of foreigners, had with this view interdi&ed 
the acquifition of the Greek learning; yet 
they did not enforce the law. Hannibal was 
acquainted with it not only as a foldier, but is 
laid to have compofed feveral hillorical works 
in that language, and was attended in hisex- 
peditions by a native of Lacedaemon. Indeed 
their frequent wars in Sicily would have ob¬ 
liged their commanders to neglect the edi6fc 
made at Carthage, if they meant to qualify 
themfelves to conduct their military affairs 
with fuccefs. The Greeks of Lacedaemon, of 
Corinth, and of Italy, were required to affift 
their s oppreffed countrymen in the Sicilian 
colonies, which were fubjeft to the Carthagi¬ 
nians. What would the law above alluded 
to avail againft the probable effects of a hoftile 
or a pacific intercourfe of their armies with 
the Greek inhabitants of their foreign poflef- 
fions ? At a later period the younger Micipla 
invited to his court learned Greeks, palled his 
time in their fociety, and ftudied their philo- 
fophy. Nor Ihould we omit the name of 
Juba, who, during his refidence at Rome, ac¬ 
quired fo much knowledge of the Greek learn¬ 
ing, and indeed of general literature, that he 

s Diodor. Sic. p. 449. ed. Weflel. 
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did not obtain more diftinftion h fromhis em¬ 
pire of Mauritania as a fovereign, than from 
bis liberal erudition as a fcholar. 

If we pals from “ the parts of Libya” to 
“ the dwellers in Alia,” it will not be necef- 
lary to prove formally, that the Greek colonies 
in Afia Minor preierved the language of the 
mother country, or that Phrygia and Pam** 
pbylia, which mull have had fo much inter- 
courfe with them, were not ignorant of it. 
It is exprefsly related of the celebrated ‘Prince 
of Pontus, that he lludied the Greek philo- 
fophy ; and, in the age of Tiberius, the k Cap¬ 
padocian geographer did not exclude his coun¬ 
trymen, we may fuppofe, from the perulal of 
his writings, by his ufe of the Greek language. 
On the conquell of the more ealtern parts of 
Alia by Alexander, the poetry of Homer was 
commonly recited; (or, if I may be permitted 
to nfe the llronger expreffions of Plutarch, 
'Oftriqof v dvayvaa-fAct,') and the youth of Perlia, 
Suliana, and Gedrolia, rehearfed in public the 
tragedies of Sophocles and Euripides m . But, 

h Plin. Nat. Hift. 

' Appian. de B. Mithrid. p. 815. ed. Schweigh. 

. k Strabo. 

1 De Fort, et Virt. Alex. p. 385. ed. Steph. 

m Plot. ibid. • 
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prior to the time of the conquefls of Alex¬ 
ander, the Greek language was ndt- mfcrePj* 
known, but uffed in tbeeaftfor public pur* 
poles and occasions. The infdriptien on the 
tomb of Gyrus at Paflagardee was written 
both in the Greek and Perfian tongiiefc. But 
Darius had fettled a colony of Greeks from 
Miletus near the extremity of the Ferfidn 
gulph. The generals of Alexander might 
make the ufe of the Greek language more po¬ 
pular, and more neeeflary through their re- 
fperiiye fbvereignties; and the foundation of 
Seleucia On the Tigris fpread the language 
among the dwellers in Mefopotamia.” We: 
are not to conclude that aU the knowledge of 
tins language in thele parts of fhe wdrld is to' 
be afcribed to the influence Of the M&cdcfb-* 
man conquefls. We are informed, upon the 
authority of Ariftotle himfelf, cited by n Jofe- 
phus, that he met with d learned Jew of Geele^ 

•' i / - . . ' 

a . Jofeph. cont. Apion. lib. i. p. 1347. 

“ There I met a Jew by birth from CceJerSyria. Thefe 
“ are defeendants of the philofophers of India; and are 
“ called among the Indian philofophers Calani,but among 
" the Syrians Jews, from the name of their country, 
“ which is termed Judsea. But the name of their city 
“ is very uncouth, for they call it Jerufalem. This mair 
“ then, who had travelled much> and was gcftngdowir 
" from the countries of Upper Alia to the maritime 
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Syria who had cultivated the philofophy of 
the Greeks with fo much ardour, that he was, 
as he is deferibed, 0 “ an Hellenic, not in his 
“ language only, but in his foul alfo;” The 
cities on the Euxine fea were Greek colonies, 
founded long before the age of Alexander; 

“ coafts, was a Greek, not only in his dialed, but in bis 
** foul alfo. And during our flay in Alia Minor, hap- 
“ pening to arrive where we were, he joined us, and fome 
“ other fcholars, in order to make trial of our wifdom $ 
“ and, when we had converfed on marly topics of litera- 
u ture, he communicated rather more information than he 
u received . Thefe circum fiances , Ariftotle mentioned to 
“ Clearchus,^ [his pupil, and inferior to none of the Peri¬ 
patetics,} " and moreover detailed the great and wonderful 
“ temperance of tbe Jew in his diet and fobriety.” This 
reference I owe to “ The Infpe&or/’ a work written by 
a mod learned and excellent man, and my own and my 
father’s friend, the Rev. Dr. Hales of Killifandra, for¬ 
merly of Trinity College, f)ublin. The Eftablifhed Church 
has been greatly indebted of late to the erudition and 
ability of Iri(h fehofars. I wifh they would increafe the 
effeft of their exertions 'by more Candour in their treat¬ 
ment of each other as authors. 

° Plutarch, Vit. Craffi. I am indebted for this im¬ 
portant reference to the “ Appendix” to “ Observation* 
" on the Words of the Centurion uttered at the Cruci- 
u fixion of our Lord.” “ In confirmation of this we 
<c learn from Plutarch, that it was well underftood at 
H the courts both of Parthia and of Armenia. Orodes 
* the Parthian, and Artuafdes the Armenian monarch, 
“ were both of them (killed in the Greek language and 
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If we furvey the nations adjacent to Mefo- 
potamia, we find that, in the time of Craflus, 
Orodes the Parthian king was well verfed in 
the Greek language and Greek learning, and 
that Artuafdes the king of Armenia, his con¬ 
temporary, compofed tragedies, orations, and 
hiftories in that language, fome of which are 
{aid by Plutarch to have been extant in his 
time. The fame author relates alfo, that a 
part of the feftivities in celebration of the 
nuptials between the fon of Orodes and the 
daughter of Artuafdes, confifted of the recita¬ 
tion and fcenic exhibition of fbme of the 
Greek dramatic compofitions. While a dif- 
tinguifhed Lydian a&or was rehearfing & part 
of the Bacchae of Euripides, a meflCngidr feri*- 

tered, and laid the head of Craflus, recently 

. . 

" the Greek literature; and the latter compofed trage- 
" dies, difcourfes, and hiftories in Greek, l fome of Miich 
" were extant in the time of Plutarch* * rA remarkable 
“ circumftance to this purpofe is related by fche } ^nit/ar 
“ laft mentioned, that, at the inftant when the news of 
" the defeat and death of Craflus was brought to the 
"court of Parthia, they were engaged ih"the ^erform- 
" ance of 'dramatic pieces in the Greek language ktid 
“ particularly of the Bacchae of Euripides, in the k&ftrig 
" of which they employed the head of Craflus as 1 if it had 
" been that of Pentheus, murdered by hik J mother A- 
“ gave.” Pagp ay. 
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flain, at the feet of Orodes. The a&or in- 
flan tly applied the occurrence; and, afluming 
the character of Agave, bore upon a thyrfus 
the head of Craflus, as if it were that of Pen- 
theus, and repeated the appropriate paflages 
of the Greek tragedian. The fpe&ators, it is 
laid, applauded the addrefs of the a6tor, and 
felt the happy adaptation of the fiction to the 
reality. Nor fhould it be omitted that Su- 
rena, the general of Orodes, in order to expofe 
the corrupt, manners of the Romans, and the 
fubje& of their thoughts, even at a time when 
they were oppofed to an enemy in the field, 
cxprefsly aflembled the fenate of Seleucia, and. 
produced for their indignant infpeflion the 
licentious volumes of the PMilefiacs of Ari-. 
Hides, which had been found among the plun¬ 
der in.the military baggage of a Roman officer 
of rank. 

We are now to pafs to the “ ftrangers of 
“ Rome,” and to examine curforily the Hate 
of the Greek language in Italy. It is certain 


P Plut. in Vit. Craff. Ovid queruloufly remarks, that, 
although Ariftides had written licentioufly, yet he was 
not exiled. 

Junxit Ariftides Milefia crimina feciun, 

Pulfus Ariftides nec tamen urbe fua. 

Trift. ii. 413. 

S 2 
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that Italy received many colonies from Greece; 
but. whether after the deftrudfcion of Troy, it 
is not neceflary to difcufs. The traCt of coun¬ 
try denominated Magna Gracia was not the 
only part which was occupied by thefe fo-. 
reign adventurers. The coaft of Etruria was- 
originally peopled by migrations from Greece, 
and its Aliatic colonies. Soon after the efla- 
blifhment Of a regular fyffem of polity among 
the Romans, the compilation of the laws of 
the twelve tables {hews the frequency as 
well as the facility of their intercourfe with 
Greece, which might perhaps have originated 
among the mixed races of the inhabitants of 
Rome itfelf. We are not to conclude that tfce 
ufe of the Greek language was not introduced 
before the introduction of the Grecian philo- 
fophy. There were other caufes, which had 
led to the acquisition of this language before 
the ftate of fociety had prepared the Romans 
for adopting or engaging in philofophical Gre¬ 
cian {peculations. The ambaflador of Pyrrhus 
addrefled the Roman ienate in the Greek lan¬ 
guage three centuries before the Chriftian aera. 
It appears that Fabricius, who was deputed to 
confer with Pyrrhus and Cineas, underftood 
this language fufficiently for every, public pur- 
pofe. .At. his interview with Pyrrhus, Cineas 
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locked the fimplicity arid purity of character 
of the Roman conful by his avowal of the 
etirrupt dodrines of the Epicurean fyftem. 
Cineas di reded the converfatiori to the cha- 
rader of Epicurus, and informed Fabricius, 
" that the Epicureans placed the chief end 
“ and happinefs of man in pleafure; that they 
M avoided all offices and employments in the 
“ date, as fo many obftacles to that happinefs; 
" that they attributed to the fupreme Being 
"'neither love nor hate, maintaining that he 
" was perfedly regardlefs of men and all hu- 
" man affairs, and confined himfelf to an in- 
" adive life, where he fpent whole ages in the 
"’full enjoyment of all kinds of pleafure.” 
The minifter of Pyrrhus found the flern Ro¬ 
man acquainted with the language, hut riot 
with the enervating philofophy of the Greeks. 
" May Pyrrhus and the Tarentines,” exclaim¬ 
ed'Fabricius, “maintain thefe dodrines as 
“lohg as they are at war with the Romans!” 
There is a remarkable contrail between the 
tWtf' rCp refen tations which introduced Fabri- 
cius ahd the cerifor Cato to the knowledge of 
th^ tenets of fome of the moft eminent Gre¬ 
cian jUnlofophers. When Tarentum Was taken 
by "Fabius Maximus, Cato, then young, lived 
with Nearchus, a Pythagdrean. He defired 

s 3 . 
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to hear the nature of his philofophy, &nd; 
“ finding his reflections the fame with Plato’s, 
“ that pleafure is the greateft allurement to 
“ evil; that the greateft plague and calamity 
“ of the foul is the body, from which it can- 
“ not difengage and free itfelf in this world 
“ but by fuch thoughts and reafonings as 
“ wean and feparate it from all corporeal paf- 
« fions and affe&ions; he was fo much pleafed 
« with this difcourfe, that he was ftill more 
«* determined to adhere to frugality and tem- 
“ perance.” Thefe fentiments might have in¬ 
duced a Roman of this period to cultivate the 
language for the fake of fuch philofophy. In 
the time of Marcus Marcellus the Romans had 
adopted the poliftied manners of the Greeks: 
and he himfelf admired fo much the Grecian 
learning and eloquence, that he “ honoured 
“ all that excelled in them; but he himtelf 
“ did not make a progrefs equal to his' defires, 
u becaufe his other bufinefs and employment 
« took him off from a clofe application <i.” 
Cato, however, evidently made a diftinCtion 
between the language and the philofophy of 
Greece: for he perqfed the writings of the 
moft eminent Greek authors, “ among whom 

9 Plut. Vit. Marc. 
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“ he received. fome advantage from Thucy- 
“ dides, but much more from Demofthenes, 
“ towards forming his Ryle and improving his 
“ eloquence.” When he was at Athens as a 
Roman ambaflador, he fpoke to the people' 
“ through an interpreter; not that he was un- 
“ able to fpeak to them in their own tongue; 
“ but his intention was, to maintain the dig- 
“ uity of the Roman language 1- .” When Cato 
wa§ old, Carneades the academic, and Dio¬ 
genes the ftoic, came from Athens on an em- 
bafiy to Rome. This occurrence formed an 
aera, not fo much in the ftudy of the Greek 
language, as of the ftudy of the Grecian phi- 
Ipfophy in that city. The invectives of Cato 
were not indifcriminate. He cenfured the 
tenets, of the philofophers, and directed his 
indignant remonftrances againft Carneades, 
Who adorned the precepts of philofophy with 
jlR ,the graces of eloquence, and attracted the 
Roman youth from their martial fports to 


tan? M i$ added, a and ridicule thofe who admired no- 
l " t;hi*^g but what was Greek.” This was not, and could 
not be his intention. He was required to fuftain the 
dignity of the people who had deputed him their ambaf- 
Ikdor'; and the ufe of their language was a point of cere¬ 
mony, an affumption of official ftate, and an expreffion of 
political independence. 

S 4 
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liften to the dfclufive oratorydf the Athenian 
matters of wifdom. It was at this period that 
he predi&ed the evils which would arife from 
the admiration of the Greek learning and 6f 
the Greek philofophy, which would produce 
the decline of the ancient Roman chara&er. 
Even at the dole of life, when the ufe of the 
Greek language Was Hbparated from the Greek 
philofophy, he prophetically chara&erizedj in 
the language of Homer, the greatnels of'the 
younger Scipio. The fubfequent detail would 
occupy too much time if it were purfUed 
through limilar inftances minutely. It may 
be fufficient to Rate briefly, that Auguflus adr 
drefled the inhabitants of Alexandria in a 
Greek oration, when he explained the reafon 
of the pardon which he had granted, after 
they had efpoufed the caufe of Mark Antony; 
and he is faid to have fpoken in Greek 8 “ in 
** order that he might be underftood:” that 
« Molo the rhetorician, a contemporary of 

Cicero, declaimed 1 in the fenate in Greek; 

* Km To'vye Aoyov, 8t’ ov fuvsyyco <rpi<rw, 'EAAqwj-), anrcof avy- 

(ortv «vrou, *!*■«. D. Caff. lib. li. p. 454 * 

t See the Appendix before referred to for thefe exam¬ 
ples of Molo, Tiberius, and the previous ftudy of Greek, 
recorded by Quin&ilian. This is the ufe, to its full ex¬ 
tent, which I have made of the Appendix. 
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1* and Tlberiusi Cofar ©xaowmod wknefiesi and 
* heard pleadings and arguments in Gredt^in 
“cauSes that came before that aSfembly 
that it was the language of both fodat and 
public intercourse at Rome withpmbafladoiW 
and all foreigners ; that “ it w as ufual to in- 
“ Struct die youth in Greek before they eom-J 
*j menced the Rudy of Latin/’ We may add, 
that if we pafs the borders of Italy, wc find 
it among the u Heketii, who registered theip 
papulation in the Greek language. 

With refpe& to the furprife of the dwellers 
ia Judaea, when they heard the Galileans 
fpeak in the tongue wherein they were born, 
we do not perhaps understand how it was 
occafioned. We Should imagine, that a Jew 
of Palestine Speaking in the Hebrew or Syro- 
Cbaldee could not be regarded as a miraculous 
faft by a Jew of the fame country. Even if 
the Galileans had been peculiarly illiterate, 
they mutt have understood enough of the lafc- 


u Caelar. Comment, lib. i. c. 18. It has been remark¬ 
ed, that the words Greeds Utteris may imply only Greek 
characters ; but I am difpofed to think that we Shall not 
be able to find any other inftance, if this be one, of the 
nfe of the Greek characters exifting independently of a 
knowledge of the language. See a note at the end of 
the volume. 
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guage in which, they carried on their various 
occupations; but how could their original ig¬ 
norance in. this refpeCt be fo well known as to 
make their facility of exprefling tbemfelves at 
this time appear to be miraculous,? This, we 
may prefume, was not the meaning of the 
hiftorian. The majority of the Jews who re- 
forted to Jerufalem probably ufed, the Greek 
language in fome of the various diale&s of the 
countries where they refided. If we fuppoie 
that the Apoliles fpoke every variety, of lan¬ 
guage which was ftri&ly indigenous in the 
feyeral quarters of the world, of which tlje 
hearers were refpeCtively natives, it is fome- 
what remarkable that gofpels were not com- 
pofed in fome of thefe tongues for. the ufe of 
thele profelytes. The period from the com¬ 
munication of the gift of tongues, to the com¬ 
petition of the Golpels, was not of fufficient 
duration to allow the,acquifition of the Greek 
language fo generally among diftant nations. 
Nor indeed had they any other motive to ac¬ 
quire it, than to qualify themfelves to under¬ 
hand a geipel which had been at firft, promul¬ 
gated orally in their native tongue, and was 
committed to writing in another. It may be 
remarked, that,, throughout the whole traCt of 
the apoftolical millions., although a native lan- 
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guage mud be fuppofed to maintain its place 
arid ttle, yet we alfo know that the Greek was 
fiiperadded to the vernacular tongue through¬ 
out the fame countries, and more commrinly 
acquired and employed than any modem lan¬ 
guage that can be named, which has been 
ever attained for the purpole of foreign com- 
inunication. 

To the preceding detail it may he objected, 
te it has been proved only that it formed a 
inedium of intercourfe among the more culti¬ 
vated' and intelligent, and not among that de- 
icription of perfons to whom the Golpel was 
to be preached. There are caufes adequate 
to account for a Rill more general difiufion of 
the Greek language than we can at prelent 
prove to have prevailed from exiRing' hjRories. 
It was the language in which the commerce 
of the ancient world was carried on: if we 
add to this the difperfion of numerous colo¬ 
nies of Greeks in Alia Minor, Italy, and Si¬ 
cily ; and the effects of the conqueRs of Alex¬ 
ander; we fliall find the language eRabliRung 
itfelf by the influence of fathion, by the pro- 
grefs of the Greek philofophy, and by the 
moR powerful motives of human a&ion, the 
interefls of nations and individuals. 

If it be an accurate obfervation, that the 
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Greet language of the New Teftament con¬ 
tains a mixture of oriental idioms* it might 
beexpe&ed that fueh foreign additions would 
be incorporated with the Greek of Paleflihe. 
But this date of the language thews, that it 
had not acquired fuch modes of phrafeology 
on a fudden; but that the Greek had been 
long enough in ufe in Paleftine, or elfewhfere^ 
to be tinctured with the peculiarities of the 
native tongues of thofe who adopted it. Thd 
language of Lycaonia was only a dialed of 
the Greek. At what period certain Latin words 
began to be introduced into the Greek, it may 
not be poffibte to afcertain; particularly the 
names of things, which were not common id 
the ufgges or habits of Greece and Italy. This 
would prevent the mention of any thing which 
was not previoufly known to thofe who inha¬ 
bited the countries in which Greek and Latin 
were the vernacular tongues, as no word in 
ufe could be found that would exprefs Ithc 
meaning. x Tiberius, we are informed, when 
he enadtcd a law, forbade the infertion of thC 
word defcribing the obje6t of the decree, als 
being a Greek term, although it could' hot bC 

* • ^ ' 

x D. Caff. lib. lvii. p. 612. Dr. Townfon, I afterward* 

fawy had cited the fame faflt from another author, Sue¬ 
tonius $ and for a different purpofe. 
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adequately exprefled by any word in the La¬ 
tin language. Are we not then to expe&to 
find fuch words as and riftnutS-ict where 

the manners and habits of the people did not 
furnifh the things themfelves ? And yet it is 
upon the authority of thefe, and limilar words, 
that we are to pronounce to be forgeries any 
books which contain them before the time of 
Xnyan- This is an unreafonable ftandard of 
authenticity, becaufe it fuppofes that every 
word was firft ufed in writing before it was 
employed in converfation and general inter¬ 
course. It may happen that terms of this 
kind are not to be found elfewhere; when at 
the tame time we know, from the nature of 
thesobjeds which they reprefent, that they 
muffc have been ufed from the period of the 
invention or adoption of the things themfelves. 
Befides, it may not fall within the view of a 
writer to mention fads relative to fuch ob^ 
je<9bs; and Hill lefs can we determine that 
th^y were never deferibed, or their ufe noticed 
before, fb that the word might remain con¬ 
fined to colloquial ufe becaufe the occafions 
of employing it otherwife might feldom occur; 
or again we mull fuppofe, that we poflefs 
all the writings in which it had ever been in¬ 
troduced. 
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By this view of the extenfive dtfFufion of 
the Greek language we lhall be able tp judge 
of an obfervation refpe&ing the language in 
which the Epiftle to the Hebrews was written. 
It is remarked, that y “ if this Epiftle had 
“ been lent to Parthian Jews, who became 
converts to Chriftianity, the- Hebrew ori- 
ginal would hardly have been loft; j for in 
“ the countries which bordered upon the Ru- 
“ phrates the Chriftian religion was propa- 
“ gated at a very early period.” But I have 
before (hewn, that at the time of Craflus the 
Greek language was well underftood in Par- 
thia ; nor are we to limit the ufe of the Sep- 
tuagint verlion of the Jewiih Scriptures to the 
country where it was executed. If the early 
eftablilbment of Chriftianity in the countries 
near the Euphrates were a reafop why any 
Hebrew writing Ihould be preferred, the lame 
caule Ihould have operated ftill more power¬ 
fully in the-prefervation of the Hebrew ori¬ 
ginal of St. Matthew’s Golpel in Judea and 
Jerufalem, where Chriftianity was firft pro¬ 
mulgated. 

It is an aftertion not well fupported, that 
“ the greateft part of the inhabitants of Jeru- 

y Michaelis, vol. iv. p. 194. 
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*' falem were certainly not acquainted with 
" Greek.” This is contradicted by every ar¬ 
gument even from probability. The metro¬ 
polis of the country, to which perfons of the 
lame unmixed defcent reforted annually in 
great multitudes to attend their common reli¬ 
gious feftivals from almofl every part of the 
world, would prefent opportunities of a more 
complete communication than could be af¬ 
forded by any other place in the fame coun- 
tiy. It was not an intercourfe between Jews 
and ftrangers, but each ftranger recognifed the 
other as a member of the fame great family; 
and therefore the ufual caufes which create 
diftruft, referve, and jealoufy, and a difin- 
Olihation to converfe with foreigners, would 
here have no place. It is laid farther, that 
even the z Jews themfelve9 called the Greek 
the vernacular tongue, and acknowledged it 
in this character almofl in Judea itfelf. a Jo- 
fephuS compofed his work on the wars of his 
countrymen in Hebrew, which is now loft; 
but the Greek verfion of it* is preferved. He 
has however informed us, that he himfelf 
tranflated it, and that he ftudied the Greek 

z Rumpaeus, p. 93. 

4 In Praefat. ad lib. de Bell, Jud. 
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language at Rome in order to qualify himlelf 
to write with more correCtnels, as we may 
fuppofe; not that he acquired it there from 
its very elements. He defigned his verfion 
for the ofe of the Romans as well as the 
Greeks; and, as he learnt the Greek language 
at Rome, he had the Choice of the twolaan- 
guages, but certainly did not prefer that Which 
was leaft known: and he could have no -in-' 
tereft to write an account of the wars of hh 
countiymen more intelligibly for the ufe of 
the Greeks, than for that of the Romans. 

I am not fenlible that this enquiry into the 
general prevalence of the Greek language is 
defe&ive in the proof of an important cir- 
cumftance; namely, that it was fo gene¬ 
rally lpoken, that the Gofpels, when written 
in that tongue, would be eafily underftoed 
by perfons of almoft every condition. It 
would otherwife have feemed to be repug¬ 
nant to propriety, to the apoftolieal practice 
and directions, and to the defign of the Au¬ 
thor of Chriftianity, that the Gofpel ihould 
be preached in the native language of each 
people, but publilhed in writing in a language 
known to one nation only. On the other 
hand, the extent of its diffuiion, or the length 
of time during which it continued in ufe. 
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would not prevent the introduction of ver- 
iions, wherever they were neceflaiy. But it 
is worthy of remark, , that the language of the 
originals was fo well underftood at that time, 
that it was a fecurity for a faithful interpre¬ 
tation; that one party was able to execute 
fuch a work, and another to exercife a con- 
troul, which might lead to the knowledge of 
the true meaning of Scripture, and tend to 
preferve its integrity. 

We do not infill upon the adoption of the 
Greek language as a fuggeftion of inlpiration. 
It was neceflary to ufe it even if the writers 
had aCted only in conformity with prudence 
and duty, as it was their objeCt to difiule 
Chriftianity as widely as poffible among the 
nations of the world. It has been remarked 
indeed, that b “ the fuppofition that God has 
“ chofen in his wifdom the Greek language 
“ as a vehicle of revelation, becaule it was 
“ at that time the language moft generally 
“ known, will not prove the divinity of the 
“.revelation.” We do not conned the divi¬ 
nity of a revelation with the language in 
which it is communicated, fo as to deduce a 
proof of its divine origin from the univerfality 
of the language. But we may be allowed to 

» Michaelis, vol. i. p. 99. 
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admire the concurrence of this faft wit!h the 
time and feafbn fixed by Providence for the 
promulgation of the Qofpel to the World. It 
heightened the publicity Of the revelation by 
enlarging the field Of examination, and %rin te- 
diatety fiibje<Sed a religion, whbfe eflentitd 
chapadteriftic Was, its adaptation to 'ah per¬ 
iods, to the ctlriouS icrutiny ’Of a latrgfer por¬ 
tion of mankind, and indeed *60 the Whole 
civilized world, which would not have taken 
place had it been conveyed in a language ttfed 
by any Other of the communities of the earth. 
c “ iNo language,” it is laid, “ is fo widely eX- 
‘ f tended as to be tinderftood by a tefi&i part 
“ of the inhabitants of the globe.” WhCn 
the Gofpel was firft preached, and afterwards 
publilhed in "writing, the Greek Idnguagfe'Had 
acquired an alcendancy which was ndt di¬ 
vided with any other. The queftion *is, to 
What extent is the language knOWn in Which 
a certain revelation is firft communicated. The 
facility of inch an examination, at 'the firft 
appearance Of a divine revelation. Will‘deter¬ 
mine its pieterifions to credibility. It is 'in 
tain'to’Urge that “a language Way ceafe' to 'bfe 
“ a Irving language in Ma thoufand years.” A 
much fmaller period would fuffice fbr '-every 

c Michaelis. 
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purpole of examination, and for the execution 
of exadt verfions of the ailedged revelation: 
The language sfeould indeed afford as large a 
fphere as poffLble for the examination of the 
faffcs and documents -on their firffappearaqce 
and publication, and the Gneek above ail other 
languages afforded the opportunity of extent 
five investigation. it might have teemed, am 
cording to a paradoxical foreigner, f* not un* 
** worthy the wifdom of Providence to hpve 
“ chofen the Latin language as the medium 
“ of revelation.’' Omftianity did not require, 
but fought greater means of publicity. A 
language /comparatively little known could 
not have been fele&ed confidently .with the 
comprehenfive defign of infinite wifdom, or 
with the 'Gofpel, the eharadker /of which is, 
that nothing was taught or done in fecret. 
if we adopt the trite citation from iCicero xm 
fpedting the language of his country, com* 
pared with the Greek by the Standard of ex* 
tenfive ufe, we fhajl find, that the former 
would have been a defective inftrument for 
Spreading a knowledge of the Gofpd, becaufe 
it would have limited that indifpeniable fearch 
and enquiry, to which every recent revelation 
fhould be fully fubmitted, while the latter 
correfponds with almoft a providential preci- 
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fion with the commands of the Author of 
Chriftianity to his difciples, “ to go and teach 
“ all nations d “ Graeca leguntur in omni- 
“ bus fere gentibus; Latina fuis finibus, exi- 
“ guis fane, continentur.” 

I have thus brought the propofed difcuffion 
to its deftined clofe. I have avoided any re¬ 
capitulation of the topics and reafoning, be- 
caufe it might appear rather as an obtrufive 
difplay of refearch, than as neceflaiy to the 
elucidation of the general argument; becaufe, 
too, the difputant feems to award to himfelf 
the advantage in the controverfy ; and, laftly, 
becaufe I remember that there are limits to 
the indulgence of the moft candid. I cannot 
characterize the fpirit of “ The Diffonance" 
in more accurate terms, nor conclude with a 
more juft reprehenlion of the private and 
public conduct of thofe, who injidimi/ly endea¬ 
vour to invalidate the bejl evidence of which 
the thing in quejlion of any kind is fufceptible, 
than is contained in the practical and admoni¬ 
tory dogma of the Council of Chalcedon; “ Qui 
“ poll femel inventam veritatem aliud quaerit, 
“ mendacium quaerit, non veritatem.” 

d Cic< pro Aroh. Poet. 
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flSf rmoytfh kin^s x and Jetteth uq kings. 


■!? iWfTr- 

a A4#WUGH % fi|pfript?ndiog Providence 
he acknowledged to prefidp oyer th# ^yhole 
cqurfe pf affairs, hofh of payticqlar perfpq$, 
sod thqfe pf qatiopfs, yft w§ m difppfpd to 
triple, fropj a vaiq with to iJjfppWf if* ifnipe- 
djftfp operation, that this cpntroul is ipfiffi 
confpicupuily difplayed in tho pppvulfiqns and 
fall of kingdoms, than ip the ordinary changes 
of th® addition pf the individual. The Deity 
feepis tp approach nearer to ns ip ipflidtipg 
his jpdgiAOnts, than in difpeplipg his mer¬ 
cies; a»4 hi? PPW i? apparently rendered 
more dihingpiihable front the efforts and wiG 
dopi pf map ip the dpftru&iQq, than in thp 

» I had not a£ this fame feen a^i able difeourfe op the 
fame occafion by the Rev. R. Churton, Archdeacon of 
St. David’s. I can judge of the labour and fuccefs of 
his refearch. I likewife fearched in vain the Bodleian 
and other catalogues for the book which Dr. Milner has 
cite^.pnder the tjtjepf Political fC^techifin. 
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prefervation of Rates. It is from the impref- 
fion, which this fentiment makes upon the 
mind, that, when nations commemorate their 
deliverances from the rage or the machina¬ 
tions of political or religious factions, they in¬ 
cur fome danger of perpetuating a vindictive 
fpirit of animolity againft thofe, who tranfmit 
the name, and profefs the opinions of the an¬ 
cient aggrefiors. It is painful, by the acknow¬ 
ledgment of mercies lhewn to ourfelves, to 
remind others of the delinquency of their pre- 
deceffors; and this facrifice of thankigiving 
may perhaps engage on the lide of devotion 
thofe feelings, which without this religious 
homage might tend only to renew the refent- 
jnent of former grievances. 

The two great events, the memory of which 
the appointment of this feftival was intended 
to preferve, have, at different periods, excited 
different degrees of intereft in this country ; 
and the time has again arrived, when the one, 
whofe importance feemed to be merged in the 
glory of the other, has regained the power of 
attracting curiolity, and of ftimulating en* 
quiry. 

The njeceflity of reviewing a large part of 
the hiftory of this event in particular has pro* 
ceeded from the public aflertions of a modern 
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adverfary of no mean name and rank among 
his own people. It b has been confidently 
averred, that this fanguinary firatagem was 
in reality the invention of a Proteftant Mi- 
nifter of fiate, to make an oppofite religious 
party odious‘in the eyes of the nation; fo 
that, if this faCt be truly reprefented, our gra¬ 
titude to Providence has been annually offered 
up in error for fancied mercies, and a fictitious 
deliverance. 

Although the Catholics had difturbed the 
government of the firft James at an early pe¬ 
riod by frequent confpiracies, yet they had 
been treated with a lenity, during his feparate 
reign in Scotland, which routed the fufpicions 
of Elizabeth, and the jealoufy of his Proteftant 
fubjeCts. If the fovereign Pontiff had been 
exafperated, although he might not have been 
able to prevent by his hoftile interpofition, yet 
he might have obftruCted by many difficulties 
the acceffion of this prince to the throne of 
England, and might afterwards have conti¬ 
nued to harafs his fettlement in his new king¬ 
dom with the oppofition of a body of men 
more numerous, and more aCtive, than thofe 
pf the fame perfuafion in Scotland. As the 

P See note (A) at the end. 
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time approached, when it was probable that 
he would foon be the fucceffor of Elizabeth, 
his communications with the court of Rome, 
chiefly relating to his right to the English 
qrown, were frequent and fecret. Of the 
reality of thele communications the proof is 
clear and full; and, if we were to add tp them 
the celebrated letter to Clement yilj. without 
intimating that the authenticity of this jnRru-' 
ment has not been acknowledged by hiftorianq 
in general, Rill c the attachment of James to 
the Catholic religion would fcarcely appear to 
he ftronger than before. That he might “ de* 
** clare in d open parliament, that he confl-, 
“ dered the church of Rome as the mother 
“ Church, although defiled with fome cornipr 
“ tions that he “ might admit fhe Pope tp 
“ he the Patriarch of the weftthat •• the 
“ King’s difpofxtion wa* for peace apd reepn^ 
“ ciliation with Rome at the h^ginpipgare 
circumftances, pH pf which may he conceded 
tp our adversary, withput diminiflbipg the 
ftrength of the argument. Such confidepations 
do not indicate apy inclioatiph in the Ring to 

c See note (B) at the end. 

* But in the feme fpeech he very uncourteoufly term* 
the Pope, “ that three-crowned monarch, or rather mon- 
“ fier.” Rapin, vpj. ii, p. iff. 
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grant liberty of conference to the Catholics, 
nor is the acknowledgment of “ fame degree 
“ of ecclefiaftical fiipremacy belonging to the 
“ Pontiff,” to be adduced as a neceflary preli¬ 
minary, or a pledge of that indulgence. If 
then the zeal of James for the fupport of the 
Catholic cauie does not, even according to the 
refearches of an acute adverfary, much exceed 
das fcanty naeafure, why thould the Minifter 
be apcuied of alienating the regard of his Maf- 
ter, or of diverting the current of his benevo¬ 
lence ? If however this accufatkm comprised 
all the odious interference of the Miniftef, we 
fliouhl not be furprifed, nor think it neceflary 
to vindicate his ardour. But, when we are 
further required to believe, that he was the 
author of a plot, by means of which he chiefly 
intended to remove a perfon, whole offence 
conflffed in being a witnefs to the King’s 
flrong promifes “ to fhew indulgence to the 
“ Catholics of England, whenever he lhould 
" mount the throne of his country,” we anxi- 
oufly examine the evidence of fuch guilt. Yet 
how does indignation fupplant every other 
emotion, when we difcover in a contemporary 
document, that this man could not he the 
depolitary of promiles, which, by his own un¬ 
biased confeffion, were never made. He de- 
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dared in effed that in his interview with the 
King e “ he could not obtain any promife, 
** hope, or comfort of encouragement to Ca- 
** tholics concerning toleration.” We do not 
here appeal to the writings of partial and ob- 
fcure annalifts, which are now rarely to be 
found, becaufe they were originally infignifi- 
cant; but to an inllrument of high authority, 
of eafy accefs, and of general notoriety. We 
are indeed ready to admit that Raleigh’s con- 
Ipiracy, as this plot was called, had been as¬ 
cribed to Cecil before the trial: but as he was 
then confronted with the accufed, the latter 
would not have hefitated, in his own defence, 
to have retorted the accufation upon the Secret 
author. When both were prefent, then was 
the time to difclofe the real agent. The fad 
however is, that Cedi was exculpated from 
any participation in this einterprife by the con- 
fefiion and trial of the parties themfelves con¬ 
cerned in this confpiracy. But it is alledged, 
that “ this artful minifter was not long with- 
“ out finding the means of wreaking his ven- 
“ geance upon the whole catholic body, and 
“ (which was his prindpal objed) of difTolv- 
ing the ties by which the King was united 

* State Trials, vol. i. p. 203. 
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" to them.” It does not appear from any his¬ 
torical fads of what kind thole ties were by 
which James was fo firmly attached to the 
Catholics. But whatever they might be, they 
Hill continued unaltered and unbroken, even 
after the difcovery of this atrocious conlpiracy. 
He acquainted his parliament, that he was 
willing to confine the guilt of it to the indi¬ 
viduals who were deted ed in its execution, 
and not to involve in a general fulpicion and 
cenfure the majority of that perfuafion. Thus 
imperfectly was the vengeance of the Miniller 
wreaked upon his devoted vi&ims, if the blow 
were intercepted in its defcent by the King 
himlelf. The number, the weight, and the 
characters of the confpirators have been ad¬ 
duced as reafons, why we ihould not attribute 
this barbarous projeCt to the Catholics at 
laige. But this queftion cannot be determined 
merely by the confideration of what propor¬ 
tion of perfons ought to be concerned in de¬ 
viling and executing any plan, fo as to juftily 
an oblerver in referring it to the body, to 
which the individuals, who engaged in it, be¬ 
longed. This is to change a moral into an 
arithmetical enquiry. The fmall number of 
the agents is not to be compared with the 
number of perfons, of which the fed confifts. 
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in onder to afccrtam the proportion wfc&h one 
wight bear to the other. We are rather to 
refer the number of agents to the nature of 
the (deed, to its compatibility with the necef-- 
fery degree of fecrepy, and ito the manner on 
which they were to put ft into execution. We 
do not altogether rejeift the aanfideration rif 
an aftemblage of persons numerically, because 
it may be cempofed of fo few, that they would 
not be employed to effeti any political pur? 
pole whatever. 

It is however admitted, that in the pnefeni 
-mftainee there was another part of ithe confjpi- 
?®cy, the execution of which Amended upon 
the fuacefs of the drift. It may 'he lightly der 
forihed in this manner, that feme < of the trair 
tears were “ only concerned ia the fcheme of 
** an infeiredtionhut ;a plot and hn infer-- 
portion requite a very diftemsnt force to endue 
the idefined ifliie of each. Will not therefore 
the propofed inferre&ion, in conjun&ion with 
the plot, extend the knowledge and the guilt 
of this execrable device to a larger >propartiou 
of the Catholics, than the plot alone ? We 
may enquire, in what manner has our adver- 
iary computed their number ? By what he 
terms “ the ajft of attainder.” By thus «e<- 
ftriifting our .enquiry, we may abridge the 
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enumeration of the agents, and perhaps Con¬ 
tract the Iphere of their project ? "but why 
fhould we fuppofe that the law operated fo 
tkaftly as to 'comprehend all the guilty, or, 
that the Whole Of the guilty were fo impro¬ 
vident in their deliberations, that punilhment 
Was here oomtaenfurafte with criminality ? 

They wfcre, it is alfo laid, not only few in 
mitttber, but deficient “ in weight and oha- 
“ raster.” But What degree of conlequence 
h k expected that cortfpirators Ihould poflefe ? 
If We regard the part whidh they were to aft, 
We are, on the contrary, furprifed that fo few 
of them fhould want the perlbnai requifites to 
totfke their treachery to be the effort of mean 
and ddfperate, and unfupported adventurers ? 
Some of them were perfons of family and 
Opulence, none of theta were deftitute of edu¬ 
cation, 'and others poffeffed amiable qualities 
ihd 'eohcffiatoTy manners. Tf we add to this 
fevtoiittabie but accurate delineation Of their 
origin, and habits in general, the counteract¬ 
ing defefts, which are formally -afertbed to nne 
or moie of them, youth and temerity, we fhall 
aidd all that hiftorical truth can require; and 
yet we add nothing that, with the exception 
of their Cooperation in this ^daring attempt, 
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would, otjierwile impair their weight, ^or.de-, 
bafe thejr chara&mv, V( 

Our.-adverfary is again read/ with, a cqgi^ 
plicated and unitable objection, that theywf$$ 
{ “ apoltates and outc^fta from the body.ofthfe 
Catholics j” o/r, they were ; f*pot glfccftfailftsjjc 
or, they were “ nominal Catholi^’ ’ . $j, 

‘‘ any of them were Cat^a? W 
“ were known Proteftants ^not,,!^,]^^ 

It js .evident from, the 

fuppofitions, that the, privafe reljgi^^^c^ 

of thefe perfons mu# be, 

ajaion^, wljere, we, jpapnpjt 

apd regular declaration of 

we cannot conclude ; that, %y,apftflgg** 

from ,the Catholic hqd/v pndt afi^/PmiffltP-i 

recent and unfteady> cpnym^ 

ifin., The, cahi^al, doubt nW h^r^e|^go 

perplmc one qf^^hief a^Sj^ 

mity, : and whip# related^ a^pi^y^^n. 

tJie executmn, .an ( l J not to .the^mpla <&&«• 

; ,! Km bib ys>dt 3 «dt ” 

f Milaer, p. 370. note (i). • -/, xlo?dw ni ,l 

"sMbAA^- 

btar Chamber “ tor having admitted Thomas Pejccv.his 
“ kinfman to be it Gentleman 4 feSb ( 4 r 
** ftering the oath of fupremacy, when he knew him to 
“ be a Recuf&nt.” Hiftory of the. CHPfl^^.Xreafoii, 
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deed, was refolved ultimately by the fuperior 
of the Englifh jefuits; and this oracular deci- 
fion was confidently appealed to as having 
lufficient authority to difpel the fame fceptical 
uncertainty that arofe in the minds of feme 
of his nefarious colleagues. h The counfellors 
then, to whom he repaired, were Jefuits, who 
did not hefitate to Communicate ther refponfes 
to an enquiring “ outcaft and apoftate.” We 
may ftill further afk, from what religious party 
are Converts in general to derive their charac- 
teriftic denomination; from the one which 
they relinquilh, or from that by which they 
are received ? To which is to belong the dif* 
tin&ion, and to which the difgrace of their 
choice ? To which are the laft virtues, or the' 
laft vices of their lives to be aferibed } “ The 
** dying behaviour,” as it is called, of thefe 
apofiates is adduced as a proof that “ they did 
H not aft in conformity with the principles of 
their religion, even as they conceived it, and 
“ that they did not think the horrible attempt, 
** m which they were engaged, lawful and 
** meritorious.” * Admitting that they doled 
their lives with penitence worthy of the purelt 


h See note (C) at the end. 

1 See note (D) at the end. 
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fyftenM^ >WfcfHll*I¥JI;<m8t 

fide?, whether, the, principles 
ortj^r<>f^i^|fe^ag»,of humtm<mtus<3bi 
rated j»o& %<rogJF> ^pro4y^«ig< 
concern,- Their CQinpuo&jon' camcft^^laCfc 
Tbeir Jfeotimeots pjuft have, fbqw*, y^gy id$£*i 
ent* oft . the psofpe#. o €, a, 
of their enterpiife; /and, at ,th<? timp-qf/aibrok 
difappoiqttnenfc, aoddqath.. ,I^they>tfeql|€* 
in their career in confeqnence o^thc gfftn&l 
which i they folicited ? ITbqy prepared) fefcir 
plan without any. interruption fcomrjthiebbnwrt 
conferences, or tbofe.pf their, adyMf^ftib EsJit 
gion did not. alarm them, -with, its terij^diiiJ 
they hadfiril tried what they con}dt$tffia& 
The 4?mrtBmplatiion <rf thfl. attempt awqqeot 
attended with any douhtsi^n remotfft Whiflt 
were c^ilaWe to thpir p^p^ple^k ^hoditbetf 
end ,was the ^roe. a^that nfocibetibaffledoslr 
falfisasirrT^ Iti&to be rj^irthen,renjarhedifrthat 
■'I,-'•;•■■.' <■./?■: j,;rtt S i i'lrjl. B /<f jtld 

> w Thbmas Winter was fentmto Si>i{n,^6^ f Ufe ,J ^int 
“ advice of Henry Garndt, and Ofwald ThhfiStadJ [jldb#, 
“ and ofRpbeJtCatetky, and gihfl^tm 

“ of good quality and reputation, to try what could be 
‘‘ done for ^ir a$%nce, tbaf Ip^erifice 

“ their lives and fortwjps forthec^pfro q^u^fjESftnry 
of the Gunpowder Treafoiv pQUe^ fr^at^vfld,4«»‘ 
thoraas weUPo^b aa Proie%u^.j[d 78 r •; f t , • 
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©flgiid? ueail#WESJ 4n 1 

<#s£fe8lb«HP T^^PdfffiPTOe^s tBftfdftftfc 
b^hr^fdS^yvjjM^ ^tbhtftlliaf- 

j&i&> <&flqtoeqffrppolfe> thtft 
it-JW^^calculHf^tPftP^^fify the lficliWati§ri4 of 
f b>uh$er of perfons thhtv life XhR«frne 
gpn^gg *m>ffcr«ltth of domeffib ; hi<ift^nts 
Witfe tfP { £ ^foreign ifiviader 5 ? 3 is 

tharitfig piot Wa&»fi& f 'ti!!tsgfe 

ttsbiigte i?iis?>fakinhat the fUpertor*0fl tfe# Bfig- 
lfiltffeffcftiP3‘ m\\ ftnfew that htPftcfatd ritfVer 
toep^WcJqfP^' didfeoj^ar atf'«titid«tftikift^* 

tm dfiR*>ih#e§at 

lie&ri«0le£pteto^y^ t&W- 

ta^Witedrie$foift bf'tHS ddfl$iflrt6r§f %rfd*it 

ProtgftM, 

but by a Jefuit, that the “ Pontiff was ac- 

ml had proper 
.Mitetllfirfeady fc&jfe© ifluedupbr»ithe fuece&of 
«*iA^ .‘SdfcfeT liltt!* itM <*^*gtobtetfei° hpoft 

dd blxroD iadw oi t Koha*y>c£y< Vm> ^u<n>^v» v 11 

»%•&<* yxMf&fytdnf&fion : of W ; Je- 

W ^ie -t^a ^s procured 

“■ 4fttf u feSdy 1 ‘ J tjpbn Bii£ ; dccafibn, and 

“ (hould have be& had^th# pbWdef done the 

U 2 
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which we Continue teithinkithatiMe jriofcihds 
been appropriately defigaat»d byi ate common 
epithet, as iodicaixrry;G£ the-agfeirts>iafld r ;<tf 
particular- itttereflHpwbfcbiitiwas their bbjpfi 
0 promote., • v>; ’16 roai sm- 

We are now to 1 examine? bmflyt*h«r>m£an|r 
which the minifter Cecil is iaiddta-hfi^inlad - 
either to fupprefsor to < pervert .-the evidence ( 
by which his agencyin this afftar^tooght ham 
been dete&ed.-—That fye peraUfodefiairri^tlfo 
traitors to be deftroyed, whofe lipridoni u ^f 
might have fecured without 
lives, from the cofrfci<>ufn^$. tbatiifelrf^ eqtdd" 
have expofed his partioipationuii thdifajptojfWl, 
is a fuppofition which wilL / bqt jiaduofcce £hi$ 
moft credulous mind, as it requires the pre¬ 
vious, or rather the fimultaneous fe^liSFISHfis-- 

yeral incopfittepl; garticu^,,.„ , A |‘i 

that this pasrticipsdion iho»ld 

thofe four- perfons only? Why diflj'odt ' 

murderous hireling, who efcaped T^t?h*W6u^idi 

only from the arm of the magiftra^e^^^^, 

their lurking employer } t If 

, ’ ’ '.:'« kio 3 -to briBcnmo-7 

«intended execution; but, that failing, they were llijk-* 
“ preft,” Foulis’s Romiih Treaf; Vidj Bp,. Anckeit*, Re- 
fponf. ad Apolog. Bellarmine, c. v. p. 113. 

m “ Sir R. Walftvhaving gotten fare trial of their tak- 
«ing harbour at die houfe above owned, he did fend 
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artadltfofaf a gr il rt inM ian, (that nofdire&ions were 
ghmnioe employing'; fcise! inildeif expedient of : 
apjirebehfionj twhend dfelaytfiiffidieofc for that 
had inCertenfed i -'•and) that it toonld > 
have been eafy to hate taken them alive. But 
imj&ra&ibmi >are fperifisih by hiftorianS r*la- 
tib#«itfaerika>thb'chptuteor the death of thefe - 
n9»wi9bl» .> it* rfextiaordinaiy that 'perfons ihould ■ 
“meti hfe: taken ualitw; who had refolded “ to 
“^Hiddrahfbhgh their oppoiefs, and die fight- 
'M n ^oUbatbiiahis tbc dfeA of their own 
chord*, tmotrl the t pteodneerted ftrong refource 
ehfthe Mdhlieri againft babbhng accomplices, > 
^Bw^wqulftHt'fhaite'JreJated the dory lets to; 
“stefc aadwu4lage>>thdh he cattfed it to bepob- • 
«wq exit ea-urpm t. , < v. <■-. • > ■ 

“- t 5f n ^ t ^ifl^ cqrom^pding them. 

“ iojthe Kind’s n^me to render unto him,.His Majefties 
knowing'no more at' that time of their 1 
“ pvWfiWkly viffile, tM promife, > upon : 

“itifr dj<ihfiii»drdb6ffiie6t rfendring untsnhim^to intftr- . 

ft* the fpajipg of 7 

“ who received ^pnly from, ^them this fcornful ^ anfwer* 
“^fiat^e Raa nee<?oP\)etter afliftance than of thofe few 
™ withf him before he could be able to - 

“command or controul them.” Gunpowder Treafon, 
p^JjR oiow c gnihid j^u.i t iixc> ■ ■: 

^H%Theab4a4dx|aatfefby tb ine, J (fianding hy the door 
“ they were to eptor,)r Stand by me, and we will die to- 
u gbthebftj l^VinterV/^confeifion^ Gbripowder Treafon, 
p.-6o. -*d I"-* *“-‘'1 '.A V ■; * 

V 3 . 
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’*01 After taadngi'.thmi diTpeSedlof tite 
lining \Vitndflfcfe, Wfe>are infonnaafl tiratfh^^fite- 
Hftied iritefefted' arid' fihe snan«dvas> ibf t • ibis 
dafk'idltur, which * hkve tf*heigewrr$iiiy 

*taof wtftei's.V' i; jiU t die '.docqinfltsi fetedho wle 
have (Of thia ^fimr}’ did noti pnckeeibjfqom jfche 
inventive and yfubratarting* diHgeasoe iMnOotH^ 
and^ttis <oploti Wtight».Viu TMrd ndfoddytooe 
exception among the documents ijfiithridJnle, 
Vvhifch he neither compofed, \<nom rbadl^ted, 
nor augmented, hod did 1 ft * reroute his^aifng- 
age. Did be poWiflx and; eiircuDbn Animate 
of the conipirators;?.’ DidJ tiieyricOhibfei iaftchts 
iwftigatiofty or by hmdifa£bt0aiHiD(d.d>ee{m- 
Cure perfons thuifelfifyiiidlueferireefiddsBsfBi^ 
he dilate thie conieffipnaVbf tforrtcdnafpifatofe 
again!! thenifdlves?andtywhal> fenuwimneaas 
%©hMhejinduoe them; to xrtmotdl allrltMt anife 
onfavourable;rto i himfelf/imfl arfeiatej only all 
that ! was i deftrdftiTBotd fcheifvo vy rt> kpitfei?) I fih) 
not the generality of late® i Wptersdfalhmbtbefe 
as much as any htherpubbejanAi edntjfewpo- 
rary inftruments ? We maytcoinddenflyjEdpeat 
the? epaeftioin,^ fad x*.;wiill vrt^cgheantUeorepeti- 
tioit, Why did hot theiC)ontpnntor8riDialdly>ric- 
the SwietEwyhvhen' they had diei oppor¬ 
tunity ? Why did he fo rafhly venture fo often 
into their prefencei Why did he appear at 
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theifctfci*fe>j if^ be rhadnbeeo cotlfcious that he 
«Ught ’haT0 been' betrayed/i ,J){ih<(be confer 
«ilhithaf& traitors orily \feho ^freitekilled ?Did 
nttTBri|jeakf of’ theirilliiflriobe confederate 
feodhofe? Is* it probable tb&t the Jefeits, Gar¬ 
ni* impart icular, fhauldiknow' to many other 
hroiirafianoes'QF the. caafpirtacy, and he igno- 
aaatfbfuthis ?-T6i£ filenee of thcConfpirators 
atnthisdtime-muft be adorned as a proof that 
<ibtyIiladtitH?n>£ irttheir power to palliate their 
■gwita^yiii “declaration, which they had every 
alwxidtytinduberoenbfto alled^e °.—I have thus 
aMiaasirfedfif^the'ikitbfiil view,” asit is deno- 
-nriqat*ti,fofl this'eOjafpiracy. It cannot be ex- 
Iptfted rffchat thei detail fhould’ be completely 
deiribjkdfrom this place ; >at the fame time 
dtasmatwenjrf defe&ive^It isdifficult to con- 
feietfebhlia Brfouffion to the limits preferibed 
ite fheo artiiithe prefent ioaiafion. There are 
rifodrohopias/' 'which from 1 ftbelr ‘ minutenefe 
•Codklvjwyt^hei'explaifjed orally, and from their 
-merdynfeeular chdradter could • not be- here in¬ 
troduced with propriety. 

'■^nother dartpirtant branch of the enquiry 
aMb'hlaifes our attention. <MWe are now to 
tum our eyes from the dndeavours of fubje&a 
■ ' ■ ! r.,. ' 

1 ;: ; • 0 See note '(E) at tbe dad/.' ' 
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'CMHplic r^gibtt,totfee ab- 
-fcempt'of aSdverSigh to attain the fomn nfet 
ge&. •'• 1 • ' * •-’ ‘‘ 

.. It has been fbppofed by no Yulgarauthe<- 
rity, that the motives of the political condwft 
■of the fccond James have been roifumferffobd 
by the earlier hiftorians, from the wjwifc'Of 
•that private information, which We now pofi 
fefe. His mod important a&iohs arethougbt 
to have proceeded from a predominantdefi# 
of abfolute pqwer; But we mu$ remember^ 
that he was a bigot long before he afeehdOd 
the throne; and cart we believe; that; if 4$ 
copfiftent, not with the r &<& oftly \ bU fill'd 
with the conftitdtiort of hUihart flatting 0 thaf 
this 1 bigotry thould foddehfy Idfo itS 'knoWn 
and chara&eriilic property as a j3tfhCiple^ ( l$fi<l 
it fhodld infplre • iftd&ivity with it 
for a&ion, aftd ■ that it fhohld produOe^bAs^ 
fe^s 5 with - the 1 power of producing the 
eft! This^ is not merely to reject a pbrtldrPdf 
the bimals of the country, but to mutilate* thtf 
hiftory of man. But even theft; cdrtft#8n0d 
annals do not exhibit any Inch moral abbtasaA 
lies. Were the proceedings of the : leg4ftBthrh 
refpe&ing the Exdujion found6di on a general 
miftake, or merely on a religious prejudice ? 
They wifhed to prevent the combination in 
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WtMhP a^tl^pE^y pf a^&ffiardigS ilca%f|( <kd 
event fhewed, that their anticipation of qyila 
WPIuBOtja^eafe and ihjpptlpfltisa^fo^hoding, 
eft4,th§t their deliberations. wereflpt Jhe prd^ 
# ndverfSuRai^, Cw‘ w© 
iswgHW? tli# the, ^ipg$, prpceedlnge irtthi* 
plafp^^o oniy. thp \y«*nt$n ippcnlaMon off a* 
I that hip interference was only 
fcWwftaad «®Jp«tpry,t9 ascertain how 6* 
h&fRigferh tirade and cootraul the independence 
&£lth^e<Sfil^ft$al bfldh»; and that the c^i- 
wasM the ^p§&i^ perfop^ whQ were the 
ei0e<^&jcithere o&fejs dangerous favour, nr of 
$«.> cpntQigjptihi?,. rpfentment, ware otherwise 
Qhv0ft#eeent&? That, the whfeed to gnvepn hi* 
pfjeple^ithwt; ,tbe n^druiftol. their t^eprefenr 
tQj&RSidSIft % BfcrJb as^d r a t part only,.of bis ir*- 
a^pi<»*aj8mhith?p. A? a^nrptrofthismag- 
nfeiH^. >#}ai££ ; fo, flrong an, knpreffion upon 
thnithin^ ef Antonr, that it ip with difficulty 
Vfi hMUnih&te ^hd difpaflionately regard fuch 
Wafihtfi5B5t f §]% the degraded light of means 
of foipe other ofejed, when 
itappnara tpjbedtfelf that otyedt which would 
qcc^py the powers, of the mind exqlufively,. 
and require for its purfuit and attainment 
every inftrument, fimilar and oppolite, animate 
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TOWldlbeiemptoyedr* But 
^)iwert^y ^foertJnanybioa4e^acy^ iniihe 
jabje<ftL opiripated, vtri(h^ tbe ^eaip/:v^n hire 
iUppofe that^jlfejstcdjje&irdk^^ 
obangb ofthi »eftabfefiu9d rcligieii ofiaftcokm- 
I«y,?,.£)»w« pteroeivie that itbist coiddcbenoe* 
eoraplitbed byeapedieats ofi uncertain/i^eiHrft 
atodeby.. aa engine! of lefs >focee; hoTboxfcbftb- 
tatioB of edi&sfor laws, intrigueatdriilpk a/foV 
mgri Hate to obtain peouniaryi 4uppltek,i in* 
itead of a manly application to hb/vottn peo- 
piej an<J attempts to difpenfo isithtbe essoeut 
tion of ftatutes, are all of ;tbeikMdeed tbore^ 
fonrees of a defpotjbut theyr^b znackife^e 
neceflary career of a regal bigot, who^ifihe 
wifljed to eftablifhbis own iydim rof belief, 
muti either find,' or make <bi& fabjcdtsi fkerfea. 
If however we fet, afide tbedSep abfibtfdft argu¬ 
ments, and recur to the fa<3v wdlhedltbfeerin 
tibc authorities tbemfelves, to which' an appeal 
iatmadei that theeftablifhmenttof thb Canbdct 
cehgjonwas the liipulated rfetuatn 'tvhicb' tw^s 
expe&ed forthe bountiful!aididfntjhet royal 
ally and coadjutor, j i But if this He* apn errors, 
that the bigotry of James is not to be over¬ 
looked in the analyfis of his goVerntn^rit 1 ,' it is 

r See note (F) at the end. 
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an> erib»^j iq[!whWH>Ith 0 »ftbrs> Jinnthe; igfctut 
*tffen*i an'endito 1ms ^haehiftastioris 

and nbiis//reign; ; rperdfted^// alnd-they* db^nttt 
feanD^o *h»Ve ebafklee^ i wbedieF it waappf- 
fibleofbr a Galj^ofe SsilgJ jtb 'obiferve tfaeuah*- 
eienSdaWsjaacfot-diDances of the countity, ; apd 
f^anij^wv«nesji wbieh they'iwterided to ttyvife, 
bddithey icorilMated PfoteftantbVn as aiiebei- 
iat}s tjtoakffeatjptt ! for the princely* office, amd 
«sia<bet<^%uaTantee their rights' and liber¬ 
ties) nito^esieafief alfc for the < people to make 
■euvasso adantfca^t tvith>a new Governor, than to 
•obteiif dWahirfajtaequiefcenee in the jufteftire- 
fqiifiiiam Inddicms.; Monarch on 1 the 

aUrftneOfiw i t^p* & «•■•«-. '; , \{ ■. ';([ 

Twsnhaeh mvfobjedfc of difeuffion, by 
.vdrati ndioeitihis; i^ceit labb fljbuld be perpetu- 
atgde f5Ekibidn»^eitaDt chan^;e)>it is faid, we 
areakdtiltoftdenarfunatei h revohitioin, and our 
bnqefiocs have affisedto ifctan’ improper appel- 
iikkkup iti icdmiot* perhaps be made toLearre- 
^pondvrithithe definition of the logician p but 
ls(iti fm^rilingxtbat he- is unable to bind the. 
meaning, otfJ the; term with; fiicb bonds ? We 

-T3VO ad OJ jon i\l .r 5 ,„a,,' t> - 'UK. -..: 

p ^jT^Jle^^^lS-wbiQh I here pppofe may be found 
in a Sermon, preached before the Univerfity of Oxford 
on the fifth of November, 1804. by the Rev. H. PhiUpott, 
M. A. now Prebendary of Durham . r > 
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ippy, ,<$»&.anck generalize- political' evfenta-to 
^ciliiatc amngaipfaitjior to affift eecoUe&iant? 
bpt by; what- rules. {hatl we prohibit the* ofea»6 
a term, merely- beoaufeit camscrtbe wjdueedi 
lender any of the artificial divifions wliichxiifa) 
have invented;? Is tbe htifioriahi to futpawb 
t£ie infertion of great ofti&m in the recoods of 
fame till the reclufe hare found names to ex- 
prefe their edential diftinftioas;) It irgtrrcaliB 
to remonftrate, after the lapfe of-dab don^o^ 
period, againft the impOfition of ai'terrn,Ythi§ 
uie of. whitfi has been fandbioned tiyiitimfefys 
conlecrated by the opinion of thenwi&i$nrfl 
good, and will be perpetuated byi&THigdmKW^ 
qiatipns, and can only be rendered obfbletdtbju 
the rlpf«: of that liberty* of wbachrat frnouldbBfn 
main the melancholy memoriah'WdnafqaBat 
to be retrained from applying* to tfai*)(ea<eti<t 
the -epithet glofnoas-' We are >*fire&ed> jtcriccter 
for :thfl { gipi3VQf tvhich vte boaft*^int heocbae1 
raster,, ami not in the confetyuenoee, lofiatfcwj 
event-- -Certainly there/ wd* no> glaijnsir^lbor 
attempt to fuhvert' the rehgwo: aadtgtaeri^ift 

•>. ( 'Miornr. otinemuno o) 

r The Speaker’^ -rep^y to ; ^ 

CQ have taken nptice x>f the moft emip^nt^ wura£^, 

cohftancy the city hath fhewied the late Revolution.” 
CBand&^rb fJiftfcry and tit 

Conaroons,vol. ii. p.z%. KS89; * • - • v » i 
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ment'of'the cbttntry; We ^6 hot glory in 
the feuUs or crimes -of mothers* ' Godfbrbld 
that* wedtouid ifitid in offencesagaiftltGodybr 
mam t any fubjeft of* exultation, or vfrith> that 
ftroh.’ adftmees ihould ** eome. ? ’ But we- do 
&*DKpm manly and rational lkt&ffl&ioii fhsra 
r aleft wg oaa the refiftanoe whiefr was than 
made the* arbitrary encroachments of the 
Sansrrigcr bh tbelibterties of the people Wfe 
glo^iudeedtin^ this refinance;. but we do not 
glory dm the caurfe which made it necefl&iy^ 
and iwhieh left * no other reraedyfor thepub- 5 
lleigrievonoes itr the hands of bur aneefibtb. 
WlSaEt^rer m^deration however mightappear 
krc*bfedootwi®ft‘«!fmen who had 'buffered fb 
rawebjuand might have adted ralhly from a 
j«#apjwehdAfion-of fuflefing much more 1 fretti 
tkr*en<iOT?of thy Manarcb’s prbeeedings ; ydt 
vwb*r«>*o>j£eoftJe&, that we swuft not attribute 
to^theitl Untried wifttom and moderatfcjii'thAfc 
peabe&l .tec«»nation of the CottteH, ! ,; whifcti 
realty ivanjfeifrom the well-timed but ‘ignBbld 
digta'<«&tbdff Sovereign; But ds it ingenuous 
to enumerate among the eflential conftituents 
of fievblutibtts in general, one of the lore judg¬ 
ments 0? t£e Almighty, the fword, and to in- 
timatc/^at.it mutt necq/forily “ pafs through 
“ the laud ?” Are men to adapt their forbear* 
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anceito^ tbefe tdarb»imnd tohetfetfel^hlidty 
as long as) hfetriaofpapedpthey pij^fefe^^itlbat 
reafonable meth tend ^e^^bl^dtiaeeiibariJriP 
qtrird? Itiisi' is; :*4 n is iweill »kncrw»n| ©»rfcfij$kte 
mere; exiifencer aodr the tenure; ©f) itfhoatltti 
fadi arctimfiafacds, esponeoufijJi 1 > Thdi v$fntq 
which is here let upon it, is too great; blit 
thofe who love their lives Jo welly muft ttllb 
be content to have their days numbered' at ; the 
will of an earthly fuperior.—-We -are alfo fut*- 
tfaer apprized, that the authoDs Otfithef 'Hev^## 1 
*k>n< did- not talk of the rights* of iffihfl j'balpd# 
this- rights of EnghihineJiij n'Th^t ojfcfe tfhotftd 
hbap more of the ;rightsi ofii^T^td#r9edothaH 
outlie* tights of men, carmotalfeca t tp&ke&Wf 
admiration. - Their, rights'i« ;gb*(eralow$ftS?&9fe 
fop the -firft time,i a-Certedt- AThdiaPeiUdfeih^e 
alfo maid esttewfivri thanithe ndhlrari rights^ 
and/ although) the formbr taayr fae a^r&Stbl&tb 
the dp^hofitfed latter,yeb4he^ cboiti jtbtftfe 
deduted ifeom ‘that • fduroe. f l iffei|l otfy 
the fight, and the rightr by blrthy; ofnaMo iSag S 
liflunan; but it #ould frendi&kftitt 
origin fco any natural rightu» Tbelfen artl^elal 
rights, the creatures ofV fociety; d Ar®p ibyjfffreir 
peculiar formation, .more liable to be invaded 
than the ^natural rights . They are, not ia-ea- 
fily nor fo perfe&ly underftood, and do not 
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aMtefoSbienifishes founjariiGltD ddrafi feeliaigss 
Wffht&siaighf: ^Wj4>erbaps[foaoe)<tf the ^oribas 
pfithfi/ikoefc re^ci&ngi^fcirigbteiofctoenoir/n 
aidBytiihi® merafir&lte//tran&diQn3itfcie iterop 
tafianiftsi t»ghfo nthati ffrta t^fieerights^fetHH) 
partyvfoW ce^thinxiofcicB #£othfit rather; ibsi 
tb# ijesgah^tate is pot ia t^peuits rofrherediiafrjr 
gflipdttyfriojjily// btytaadib aadoffiecJ whicb>)bab 
J«i«lflrTOa (fertifcs; :bd]ioflgtrfg.>;toi i itgoarad 
;th»t) th«-regalfpjlthbrity ;ha* itg-Qw 
PS^yahuSriJhftt atorllimita t rate identifieditwitibi 
dolnd^ie iaay-attemptidcl 

&beftt dbe jgbterru«sarti] <Ot;i r in jother wordd; 
tftd^k4frithf%tfilncdaia)etife*l principles 'of ja& 
Iftf^aJEtefJSr ffaJbeffoiBiB¥ed;lhftni(eftiWifliediJtho 

Ayhiduds; diftimStiy/^fc*; 
^ddfb&tiniibdTArljiote ,o£ tbenGrttatriCfedrteoj; 
I&f^icten fitter that , the tuntadextt baransddf 

therwlholfa cogimririitybta 
sfttatmfifotb fejildefined aijd b$rt uhddfknfd oew 
^be J polfefiiocti of the f propBBttjbafijthh 
S§M®«entotiHnfhe«i wrongs ware, redprffed^ 
Wfc 39ttt»«fi ttnbxbdmke Ihedelicaay, the gene*-* 
IflfsHJfoiandbthE juftiqe, which dilated a;;jje« 
^dpeftlfosithp/pfiofijn tof the. King, and thafe 

Mhfivni ^uf 03 OW..J , : a, ... . i\ : -v : 

p $ '-Sfeb &rticuH <2ahe - Reg.~ Johann, p. ix.‘ BlackflimeV 
law Tca&s* ed. 4Jto*- t *' 
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of all the royal houfe, in the midft of thofe 
refolute provifions, which they framed to fe- 
cure the fulfilment of the political contra&, 
and whilll they ftill retained their fwords in 
their hands. To revert to firft principles is a 
language frequently ufed to denote a recur¬ 
rence to fome natural right, when thofe rights, 
which are derived from the fodety in whpch 
we are placed, are no longer regarded. Baft 
we here fee, that it will either fignify this, os 
a recurrence to the ancient forms of the con- 
ftitution, where the refinance of the people 
under the calamity of hopelefs tyranny is re* 
fblved into the natural right, and received 
into its due rank. Hence alfo it appears, that 
anciently there was fuppofed to refide in the 
monarch a large proportion of perfonal refpoo- 
fibility, fince violent and unjuft public pro* 
ceedings were immediately referred to him - 
felf as the author; and this is not obfcurely 
intimated in the precedent of the Revolmioi^ 
where, if the deluded James could have trairi* 
ferred his guilt and its punifhment to his ad* 
vifers, be would have been moft eager to 
have availed himfelf of any fpeculative fidton^ 
by which he himfelf could have been de¬ 
clared innocent, and could have obtained a 
formal immunity from the effects of the re* 
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ieatmeot of. apeople> who had refolded ta be 

free*, i ~ ,i :. . I . •- < 

feW&at degree., a£ ; political influence the 
Catholics) in this'country may again obtain, 
teemed at one period to depend on the refult 
often enqjary into the pretent Hate of their 
rsfcgjfinn npininnrr But it is not eafy to afeer* 
trialwhat tenets ihey now profefs. Their 
ptiiicipdl advpcabe emits in the mifreprefen- 
tidoais tofttijeir adverfaries. But whilft they 
ameamre ready to declare what they do not, 
flhfetnyhat they; do believe, whilft they will' 
nutuhreftasito puiier or more genuine foarces 
offshtformation, the charge of mifreprefenta- 
tifriitoia'on* tide will he converted into that of 
fohticiaad rnteretied concealment on theirs. 
Ifswflaappe&lto a canon of a council; they 
that' its effects were local, and its au- 
(temporary; if we fpecify a dodrine, 
tt^dptimate; that it is obfolete ; if we obje& 
t^Hdtifhttttion Of the Inquitition, we ate af- 
futodiPthatitsfires are extinguifhed, and its ‘ 
pr&b***<ck*fed‘ and as to the Papal power, its 
httmtegfeefg’smdate limits are at once illuf* 
tnHfe^-fty*-its reftri&ion to fpiritual 1 matters.' 
Wd>art^t^ld; €liat this change ofifentimefft is 
to blt attwbuted to the progrefs of general fiti- 
cnce, add 'the diffufion of learning, and that 
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the proof of it is to be collected from the de¬ 
clarations of liberal and enlightened indivi¬ 
duals, and from the decifions of academical 
bodies. But liberal and enlightened indivi¬ 
duals do not perhaps conftitute a competent 
tribunal to determine this queftion. If it be 
to their liberality and illumination that we 
are to refer their rejection of what were for¬ 
merly efteemed fome of the moft momentous 
articles of their creed, as the Supremacy and 
Infallibility of the Roman Pontiff, it is pro¬ 
bable that the other parts of a religion, which 
is founded fo deeply on the derived perfonal 
authority of its teachers, retain but a flight 
hold on the minds of men thus liberal and en¬ 
lightened ; and that, whilft we feem to have 
the opinion of the fcientific and literate, we 
have perhaps miftaken for it the levity and 
relaxed conduct of a band of fceptics and 
fcoffers. If we examine the characters of the 
academical bodies whole decifions we are to 
refpeCt, fome of them refide in a country 
where a great part of their learning confifis 
of fuch branches as have been! rejected in this, 
on account of their inutility, for nearly two 
centuries, and is alfo limited to thofe foun¬ 
tains, from which alone the Roman Pontiff 
preYioufly permits the thirfting multitude “to 
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u draw freely.” Such an application might 
indeed inform us what influence the learning, 
the extenfion of commerce, and the general 
fpirit of liberty in our own country might 
hare on the determination of thefe queftions, 
and but little ehe has been learnt from the 
enquiry. It is not fo much from the opera¬ 
tion of fome principle from within, as from 
reftraint impofed by others from without, that 
a teeming change has been produced in this 
extraordinary polity. How far a iyftem, which 
has for its bafis the fubjugation of the mind 
and judgment, can be improved from the ac¬ 
tion of principles in its own conftitution, is 
not eafy to conjecture. But can the opinions 
of individuals, however liberal or learned, or 
of academical bodies, however illuftrious, be 
made the grounds of any legiflative proceed¬ 
ings relpeCting the enlargement or contraction 
of the privileges of the Catholics, whilft the 
Roman Pontiff is overlooked, whofe fpiritual 
authority is ftill paramount to every other, 
and who could confirm, reverfe, or invalidate 
the decifions of affemblies, which might not 
be adapted to the real policy of the times ? 
RefpeCting the future lituation of the Catho¬ 
lics it would be prefumptuous to obtrude any 
opinion in this place. I would only remark, 

x 2 
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that it may be ufeful to confider how far we 
may have, millaken pur own ignorance of 
their religious opinions for a change of them 
on their part. It would be neceflary for thole 
who have fuch doubts, and there are many 
that have, to alcertain whether our adverlaries 
Hill think, and Rill teach their children- lo, 
that they do God fervice in killing thole, 
whom, under the name of heretics, they thruft 
out of the fynagogue. We do utterly deny, 
that in recurring to the records of hiftory, 
and in enumerating the enormities and cruel¬ 
ties of Protellants, and comparing them as to 
kind and degree with thole of the Catholics, 
it is merely “ oppoling hiftory to hiftory, and 
“ the man of blood to the man of blood.” 

* Perlecution is not an article in the Primer of 
Protellants. It is not a fubjeft of the early 
precepts of our teachers. We havb no opinions 
on which we could found it. We do not think 
that the Almighty will dilpenle lalvation ac¬ 
cording to the diftin&ion of churches; or 
that there are perlons who have power on 
earth to forgive fins, or who can, here in the 

x The queftion is very iniperfe&ly and fallacioufly 
ftated, if it is confined to this confideration ; which fet of 
men is more or lefs difpofed to abufe power, when they 
poffefs it. 
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flefb, bar the doors of mercy, or open the 
gates of hell. 

We do not with decorous a Sedation con¬ 
demn a perfecuting ipirit, whilft we teach 
that there are cates, where it is a duty, and 
perfons, who are the appropriate objeds of it; 
but we teach, that it is fo far from relembling 
a duty, that it is a violation of all others, and 
moft contrary to the nature of every thing 
which pretends to be religion. If however 
upon the moft exad fcrutiny it lhould appear, 
that oppofite tenets are ftill maintained by 
our adversaries, the conclufion would certainly 
be this; that no Proteftant could with to lee 
again luch perfons, or fuch opinions, among 
“ the many noble” and the “ many mighty” 
“ of Cedars houlehold.” 

I lhall be latisfied with Ipecifying one ge¬ 
neral conclufion, although the fubjed might 
fuggeft many others; namely, that however 
defirable a ftate of national tranquillity may 
appear to be in a lpeculative light, yet where 
the powers of the mind, the emotions of the 
heart, and the ftrength of the animal frame 
are permitted, in any country, to produce 
their full effeds in determining and improving 
the condition of man, there the balance of the 
political conftitution can never be quiefcent, 

S3 
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and where fuch an equilibrium is fuppofed to 
exift, we find on one fide a defpot, and on the 
other, flaves. 
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IT could not be a doubt whether fome notes were ne- 
ceflary, but how far they fhould extend. I have included 
in them feveral difquifitions, which will enlarge my ori¬ 
ginal plan of confining the difcuffion to fbme general 
pofitions contained in “ The Diffonance,” and will com¬ 
prehend an examination of the Letter to Dr. Prieftley’s 
Young Man. I have called the whole an Appendix; 
but I think that the contingency of perufal is exactly 
equal, whether the name Notes or Appendix be ufed, 
when it is neceflary to feek for information in any other 
place than the page immediately before the eye. 

Page i. Theological writers . The elegant author 
of " Letters to Soame Jenyns, Efq.” hks deduced more 
from this remark than, I think, the cafe will juftify. 
Pag. 31,32. “ He leaves behind him for his difciples 
u a few fifhermen, and perfons in low life, remarkable 
“ for nothing, while he was with them upon earth, but 
“ profound ignorance, natural incapacity , dulnefe of ap- 
“ prehenfion, and erroneous views of their Matter’s doo 
“trine, intentions, and kingdom. Now it is by thefe 
“ manifeftly ignorant, dull, and incapable perfons, that 
“ the fublime doctrines and truths of the Gofpel are re- 
* corded and publiflied. Here, I fay, the tenor of the 
u argument changes, and here the proof of a fuperna- 
u tural difpenlation properly commences* Why? Becaufe 
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€( we have here a real miracle, and miracles alone are the 
u direct proof of a commiffion immediately divine.” Lett, 
by Archibald Maclaine, D. D. It might be objected to 
this reafoning, that is we have nqt a knowledge of all 
the powers of nature, fo we have not any ftandard of the 
capacities of men; and the Gofpel might poflibly have 
been a late invention of man, as well as any of the arts 
'which he has difcovered. But we are not to colleCt the 
infpiration, or original revelation of the Gofpel, from 
reafoning on the narrow extent of the intellectual facul¬ 
ties of the human fpecies. Had the Gofpel been a mere 
fyftem of moral and religious precepts, the notion of in¬ 
vention would have been fomewhat plaufible; but fo 
many faCts relating to its Author are interwoven with 
the Gofpel, and on account of that relation have become 
parts of its doCtrines, as almoft exclude the poffibility of 
its invention, as the refult of improved reafon, or irideed 
as being in the leaft connected with mere reafon in this 
manner. 

P. 2. eloquence and learning . “ Erant hi viri, ple- 
“ beii, pauperes, illiterati, neque vel artibus, vel dotibus 
“ illis inftruCti, quae auCtoritatem, fidemque apud alios 
u parere, mentefque ad temere credendum impellere fo- 
“ lent; tales autem eos efle volebat, ne quis fruCtus mu- 
“ neris et legationis eorum non divinae virtuti, verum 
“ eloquentice , auCtoritati, aliifque caufis humanis et natu- 
“ ralibus adfcribere poflet.” Mofheim de Reb. Chrift. 
ante Conft. M. 

‘ P. 4. philofophical Greek geographer . I beg leave to 
notice the following paffage in Mr. Carwithen’s Bampton 
LeCtures refpeCting this writer : a But if the Grecian 
“ poet has alfo been dignified by Strabo with the appel- 
a lation of the firft and greateft of geographers, becauie 
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u he has recounted the names of a few petty tribes en- 
“ gaged in a temporary alliance for the execution of a 
"military enterprife, which he alone has drawn forth 
“ from obfcurity, and refcued from oblivion, but which 
" are now vanifhed from the earth, and whofe place can 
" no where be found, &c.” I would refer Mr. C. to the 
fecond page of Strabo for the reafons why he calls Ho¬ 
mer the firft of geographers, and he will not find this 
among the number; and alfo to Schoennemann’s Com- 
mentatio de Geographia Homeri, a prize exercife pub*- 
lifted at Gottingen, the objeft of which was, u or bis ter - 
" rarum faciem , qualis depingitur ah Homer0, declarare, 
u hoc eft, ex utroque poetae principis opere, tarn Iliade, 
“ quam Odyflea, quicquid iis geographici argumenti con- 
" tinetur, diligenter ac plene colligere, ita, ut Homero 
" duce , per tres orlis partes eatur” The knowledge of 
Homer, and the judgment of Strabo, ftould not be im¬ 
pugned conje&urally, but upon a perufal of their refpeft- 
ive writings. 

P. 5* erudition of the fchools of Tarfus . Michaelis fays, 
that " many have fuppofed that St. Paul was endowed 
" with a great (hare of profane learning, and have af- 
" cribed to him a knowledge of all thofe fciences, which 
" might have been learnt in the fchools of Tarfus. But 
" this opinion feems totally ungrounded; and I fubfcribe, 
“ on the whole, to the fentiments of Dr. Thalemann, in 
w his treatife * De Eruditione Pauli Apoftoli, Judaica, non 
‘ Graeca.” Michaelis by Marfh, vol. i. p. 153. The ac¬ 
count of Tarfus, and the chara&er of St. Paul, diminifh 
very much the probability, that he remained an exception 
to the remark of Strabo, or that he confined his reading 
to the Greek poets, and neglefted the Greek philofophy. 
St* Paul would not deferve attention, if he had fpokeu 
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of the wifdom of this world without being acquainted 
with its nature and teachers. 

P. 17. Import that ground only. The reader may ob- 
ferve, that an advantage is here taken of the nature of 
this external evidence. It does not, indeed it cannot, 
reach to every individual paflage of a book. And this 
may be regarded as an advantage; for otherwife it might 
interfere with, and perhaps fuperfede the internal. It 
would alfo become more of an authoritative declaration, 
that fuch and no other was the true archetype of the 
Gofpel, than remain what it is, a plain teftimony, which 
fuggefts rather than excludes a companion of other co¬ 
pies of the facred books. 

P. 18. taught orally . This topic I have enlarged upon 
in another difcourfe. It was fuggefted by the following 
paflage in Prieftley’s Anfwer to Evanfon, p. 8. “ The 
“ books called the Gofpels were not the caufe, but the 
“ effect of the belief of Chriftianity in the firft ages. For 
“ Chriftianity had been propagated with great fuccefs 
a long before thofe books were written; nor had the 
“ publication of them any particular effeft in adding to 
“ the number of Chriftian converts. Chriftians received 
“ the books becaufe they knew beforehand that the con- 
“ tents of them were true ; and they were at that time 
“ of no further ufe than to afcertain and fix the teftimony 
“ of living witnefles, in order to its being tranfinitted 
“ without variation to fucceeding ages. For what could 
“ have been the preaching of the Gofpel originaUy, but 
“ a recital of the difcourfes and miracles of Chrift by 
“ thofe who were eye-witnefles of them to thofe who 
“ were not. The Gofpels therefore contain the fubftance 
“ of all their preaching.” I cannot refrain from fubjoin- 
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ing an extraft from a work by the pious and learned 
Richard Baxter. “ Yea more, it is pad doubt that a 
“ man may (in fome cafes or circumftances) be a true 
“ Chriftian, who knoweth not that there is any Scrip- 
“ tore, which is God’s infallible word. For JirJi fo all 
“ believers of the old world were faved, before Mofes wrote 
“the law . And the Chriftian churches were gathered , 
" and thoufmds converted to Chrt/l, many ye&rs before a 
“ word of the New Tejiament was wi itten” More Rea- 
fons for die Chriftian Religion, p. 22. 

P. 19. This circumjlance ejfentially dijiinguijkes 9 &c.” 
The authenticity of the hiftory of Herodotus likewife 
was eftablilhed in a peculiar manner not only by the re¬ 
citation of it at the Olympic games, but previoufly in 
feveral of the ftates of Greece, according to Lucian, 
p. 327. ed. Boifrdelot. 

P. 20. authenticity of the whole. “ Now my reafons, 
lays the admirable Baxter, €€ why I take every hiftory, 
“ chronology, genealogy in Scripture as certainly true, 
“ and every other word, which is fpoken by a true pro- 
u phet and apoftle as by the Spirit, (and not difowned 
“ by the Scripture itfelf,) but efpecially fuch as you ac- 
“cufe in the Gofpel, are thefe; firft, a priori , becaufe 
“ it feemeth to me that the writing of the whole books 
“ of the New Teftament by them was done in the dif- 
“ charge of the commilEon given them by Chrift. And 
“ he promifed his Apoftles his Spirit for the perform- 
“ ance of all their commiffioned office work. This writ - 
" ing is part of the preaching which Chri/i fent them for. 
“ And no doubt but the Spirit did caufe them to write 
“ all the fubftantial part: and therefore we have reafon 
“ to think that the fmalleft parts are from the fame Au- 

thor, and that he affifted them in the leaft as well as 
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“ the greateft.” And again; “ And though all the rea- 
“ fons which I have given prove, that the truth of the 
** Chriftian religion may be certainly proved, though we 
“ could not prove every by-expreflion in the Scripture to 
“ be true; and though we deny not but the penmen 
“ manifefted their human imperfections in ftyle and me- 
“ thod \ yet if each pafiage were not true, it would be fo 
“ great a temptation to the weak, and make it fo diffi- 
“ cult to ’know in fome points what is true, in compa- 
“ rifon of what it would be, if all be true, that we have 
“ no reafon to imagine this difficulty ourfelves, while it 
“ is unproved.” More Reafons for the Chriftian Religion, 
&c. by R. Baxter. I refer the reader with much fatif- 
faCtion to this treatife, the author of which has been in- 
fidioufly called by a modern Archdeacon, who in much 
humility calls his own voice, in his own favour, “ the 
" voice of truth,” a regicide! This idan fhould not 
meddle with paft hiftory; himfelf and his own aCtions 
will furnifh a period and events better fuited to his deep- 
eft confideration and timely correction. 

P. 32. Thofe miracles . Bifliop Bagot has well diftin- 
guifhed the evidences of miracles and prophecy in his 
firft fermon at 'Bifhop Warburton’s LeCture, pp. 22, 23. 
“ The argument from prophecy, thus urged, (in one 
“ comprehenfive view,) adds a credibility to thofe mi- 
“ racles, which once carried their own conviction with 
“ them. In former ages, while the firft defign only of 
“ prophecy was in view, (namely, to raife hopes and ex- 

peCtations in the minds of men, without which no reli- 
“ gion could have fubfifted in the world,) then was their 
“ faith in it commonly confirmed by fome miraculous 
66 work. Of tills kind was the immediate change in the 
** ferpent’s form when our firft parents received the ori- 
“ ginal promife of a future reftoration; fuch the mira«» 
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u culous birth of Ifaac, and many other like infiances. 
“ Now in their turn prophecies accomplifhed give an 
“ affurance to our faith in paft miracles, which includes 
a one evident reafon why miracles fiiould ceafe to be re- 
iC peated, fince the other, from their nature, rauft be go- 
“ ing on to the end of the world;” 

P. 33. With regard to miratles^ &c. It will appear to 
the reader, as he proceeds, that I might have extended 
my prefent inveftigation to another volume, even if I had 
comprefled, as far as perfpicuity would allow, the dif- 
cuffion of each topic. The following extract would 
furnifli materials for an entire difcourfe. Diflbnance, p. 
7. “ And in the New Teftament, in conformity to this 
“ criterion given us by Mofes, we are affured upon the 
“ higheft authority, that i the teftimony of Jeflis is the 
“ fpirit of prophecy/ Either therefore thofe predi6tions 
" contained in the New Teftament, which relate to the 
“ prefent time and to times already paft, muft have been 
" fulfilled, or elfe the Gofpel itfelf muft be an impofture^ 
“ and of no authority at all. Now the obvious purport 
“ of aim oft all the prophecies of the Gofpel, as they are 
“ difperfed in different fcriptures of the New Teftament, 
u is to predict the circumftances of a molt unhappy cor- 
a ruption of the genuine religion of Jefus, which began 
“ to operate even in the days of the Apoftles themfelves^ 
" and was to end in an entire apoftafy from the truths of 
“ the Gofpel, and the eftablifhment of a falfe, fabulous, 
tc irrational, idolatrous, blafphemous fuperftition, firft by 
“ the civil power of the Roman empire, under fome fig- 
w nal change in its circumftances, and afterwards by the 
“ civil power of all thofe weftern* kingdoms, into which 
“ that empire, at its diffolution, was to be divided. And 

the fame prophecies allure us, that the true religion of 
u Chrift would be po where generally received, till after 
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“ the fame civil powers, which eftablilhed it, (hall have 
“ abolifhed and deftroyed the Antichriftian church thus 
“ predicted. Unlefs therefore the teftimony of thele 
“ prophecies fails us entirely, and the Gofpel itfelf is 
“ falfe, the orthodox church eftablilhed by Conftantine, 
“ which is now, and has been ever fince his time, in fome 
“ modification of it or other, the only religion eftablilhed 
“ by the civil powers of Europe, is the very obje& of 
“ thefe prophecies, the completion of the predicted apo- 
“ ftafy; for no other is to be found/ 9 It is added in a 
note, that a “ if there be, let the zealous advocates of the 
do&rines of that church, and her canonical fcriptures, 
u point it out to us 5 or, if that be not in their power, let 
“ them honeftly and candidly yield to the force of argu- 
“ ments founded upon the infallible word of the God of 
4t truth/ 9 The idolatry, to which Mr. E. refers, is the 
worihip of Jefus Chrift as the Son of God; and this, in 
his opinion, conftitutes the apoftafy which the Apoftle 
predifted. We have no comparifon of thefe prophecies 
with this aliedged fulfilment, but merely an afferted ac¬ 
cordance of one with the other. An opponent therefore 
might, on this ground, be excufed from proceeding with 
the controverfy. But it is better to examine where this 
maze of hypothefis leads. It may be obferved then that 
there are two branches of this apoftafy: the idolatry it¬ 
felf, and the accommodation of certain entire books, or 
parts of certain books, of the New Teftament to this ido¬ 
latrous fyftem, which accommodation was alfo, it feems, 
a fubje& of particular prophecy. That part of the queftion 
which relates to the corruption or fabrication of books 
I have examined in another place. The enquiry whether 
the worihip of Jefus Chrift the Son of God is idolatry, is 
determined by afluining, that he was a mere man, and 


* Dtfbnance, p, 25, 26. 
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therefore the worfliip of our Saviour is the worfliip of a 
man long fince dead, according to the language and in¬ 
terpretation of b Julian. Mr. E. has obferved at what 
time the adoration of faints and martyrs commenced, 
and has arbitrarily affigned the worfliip of our Saviour 
to the fame date. There only remains this queftion, 
the mere humanity of our Saviour. This it would be 
prefumptuous to difcufs generally, as if it were a new 
topic. It will be more proper to confider, as they occur, 
thofe arguments, by which Mr. E.^ propofes to prove it* 
He fays, that the apoflafy began in the days of the Apo- 
files. He fhould have faid, that it began with the Apo- 
files themfelves; that they fet the example of the firft aft 
of fuch a fpecies of apoflafy, when they prayed to our 
Lord, as knowing the hearts of all men, to direft their 
choice in fupplying the place of the traitor Judas; and 
Stephen, before his martyrdom, addrefled our Saviour in 
language relative to the fame opinion of his divinity. This 
was done not long after they had feen the fame Jefus, 
whom they then called upon, afcend, in the human 
fliape, into the heavens. This was not the adoration of 
a man long fince dead, but a Ample, plain, and recent 
teftimony to his nature. 

P. 35. miracles are divejled> &c. The argument pur- 
fued by Mr. E. is in conformity with his hypothefis of 
an apoflafy: he now attempts to {hew that the delufion 
of the profeflors of Chriftianity, who apoftatized, was 
effefted by falfe miracles, ci lying wonders,” and “ all 
H the deceivablenefs of unrighteoufnefs.” He wifhes to 
invalidate the teftimony of eyewitnefles and hiftorical 
evidence in general, by an appeal to certain fa&s, which 
he himfelf deems incredible. I therefore propofe to exa¬ 
mine the circumftances of their fuppofed incredibility. 

* Mr. E. has repeated more than one argument from Julian. 

' T 
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I. In his Letter to Dr. Prieftley*s Young Man, p. 7. 
he fays, “ Be fo good then as to a(k this Do&or of eafy 
“ faith, whether he believes the African miracle, fo 
“ ftrongly and judicioufly dated by Mr. Gibbon, that a 
“ number of the orthodox, whofe tongues their inhuman 
“ Arian antagonifts had cut out, fpoke diftin&ly and per- 
“ fe£Uy well, after that cruel operation, without any 
“ tongues at all ?” And, p. 8. “ He certainly, according 
“ to his own principles, ought to believe it 5 becaufe the 
“ fa£t was attefted by great numbers of eye and ear- 
€€ witneffes, both in Africa and at Conftantinople, whofe 
“ teftimony is recorded, not only in the writings of pri- 
" vate individuals, but even in the public annals of the 
i( eaftem empire.” The completenefs of this teftimony 
makes the tranfa&ion worthy of a minute analyfis. Mr. 
Gibbon, vol. vi. p. 295. calls the evidence of c Juftinian 
“ fuperfluous 5” but it is not fo to others: “ Vidimus 
“ venerabiles viros qui abfciffis radicitus Unguis fuas pce- 
(C nas miferabiliter loquebantur.” Juftinian does not (peak 
of it as a miracle, but merely as a fpecimen of the cru¬ 
elty of the Vandals, who had fubjugated Africa. d Vifitor 
Vitenfis refers the incredulous to a a furviving vi&im.” 
If any one ihould doubt “ of the truth, let him repair to 
" Conftantinople, and liften to the clear and perfeB lan- 
" guage of Reftitutus, the fubdeacon; one of thefe glo- 
“ nous fufferers, who is now lodged in the palace of the 
" Emperor Zeno, and is refpefted by the devout Emprefe. 
This Viftor publiftied a hiftory of the perfecution 
“ within two years after the event.” e Jineas of Gaza, 
an eyewitnefs, fays, 66 1 faw them myfelf j I heard them 
“ fpeak; I diligently enquired by what means fuch an 
“ articulate voice could be formed without any organ of 

0 Cod. lib. i. tit. ST. 4 Gibbon, ?oL vi p. 994. 

e Gibbon, vol. vi. p. 994. 
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“Jpeeck I opened their mouth, and faw that the whole 
" tongue had been completely torn away by the roots; 
"an operation, which the phyficians generally fuppofe 
" to be mortal.” After all, this is not one f " of the fpe- 
"cious miracles by which the African Catholics have 
"defended the truth and juftice of their caufe,” and 
which is to be “ afcribed with more reafon to their own 
" iniujiry , than to the vifible protection of heaven.” The 
only queftion was, whether the tongue is the only organ 
of fpeech; and it is not furprifing, that it was determined 
in the fifth century, even by the moft fcientific enquirers, 
in the affirmative. They only afcertained, that the fa¬ 
culty of fpeech was not deftroyed by a partial or entire 
excifion of the tongue, as they regarded it. But they 
did not commit any fraud. They did not pretend that 
thefe viftims fpoke by any power committed to them- 
felves. They did not concert any fictitious occurrences; 
and from the ftate of phyfical knowledge they did not 
conclude irrationally, nor aver difhoneftly, that this was 
an example of a miracle. But they did not affume the 
credit of the event to themfelves, as the inftruments by 
whom it was performed. This excludes the odious infi- 
nuation of induftry and fraud, and refolves itfelf into 
opinion and judgment. 

II. s" Yet, Sir,” proceeds Mr. E. “ the evidence of 
" teftimony to the truth of the miracle of Balaam's afs 
" is far lefs fatisfaCtory. For, from the circumftances 
" of the ftory, it does not appear that any perfon was 
" fenfihle of the faSt except Balaam and the afs herfelf; 
" or, if the prophet's fervants, and the meflengers of 
"Balak, were alfo earwitnefles of the wonderful faCt, 
" they were very few indeed in comparifon of thofe who 

f Gibbon, voi. vi. p. 293. 

* Letter to Dr. Prieftley’s Young Man, p. 8. 
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“ attefted the African miracle. Befides, they were all 
“ Midianites, or Moabites, who at that time were boftile 
€€ to, and had no communication with the Jews. Yet 
“ it is a Jewifh hiftory alone in which that Jingular mi- 
u racle is recorded.” To thefe cavils, it may be briefly 
dated, i. That, whether the number of witnefies were as 
great in one cafe as in another is not any part of the 
queftion, where credibility does not depend upon a num¬ 
ber of witnefies, nor lefs than a given number. %• That 
Balaam’s two fervants were with him, which is a fuffi- 
cient provifion of evidence, and not to be confounded 
with the abfolute want of evidence. 3. That the place 
where it happened was “ a path of the vineyardsa 
public road lying between two walls. The " vineyard 
<c of the man void of underftanding” is defcribed by So¬ 
lomon, Prov. xxiv. 30. as having “ the done wall thereof 
“ broken downof which kind, we have a right to fup- 
pofe, was the hedge alluded to by the Pfalmifi, Pf. lxxx. 
1 a. “ Why had thou then broken down her hedge, that 
“ all they that go by pluck off her grapes ?” The fcene 
therefore of this occurrence was a common track of tra¬ 
vellers and paflengers. 4. That the princes of Balak do 
not feem by the hiftory to have been prefent when the 
angel met Balak, as the expodulation of the angel con¬ 
cludes with his faying, “ Go with the men.” 5. That it is 
of no ufe to furmife what would have been the tedimony 
of perfons, if they had witneffed a certain tranfa&ion. 
6. That although it is recorded in a Jewifh hidory, yet 
we do not perceive that any Jewifh intered could be pro¬ 
moted by fuch a fiction. 7. That the occaiion, as far 
as we may prefume to judge, was worthy of the inter- 
pofition. 8. That we are no judges whatever of the ap¬ 
parently inferior circumdances which the Almighty com¬ 
bines with the greater means that his wifdom thinks fit 
to employ. 9. That the narrative h&s no moral incon- 
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graitie8 or contradi&ions. io. That, if it had been re¬ 
corded by a writer of any other nation, it is probable 
that it would have been derived from the Jewilh records. 
And laftly, that we could not have authority for the au¬ 
thenticity of other books of the fame date, equal to that 
which we have for the authenticity of thole of the Jews. 

II. “ Aik him,” fays Mr. E. “ as a philofopher, whe- 
“ther he really believes that the fun and moon flood 
“ Hill at the command of Jolhua ?” the obje& of which 
he Hates to be “ only to gratify the Jewilh general with 
u the pleafure of butchering his flying enemies twelve 
u hours longer than daylight would have otherwife per- 
“ mitted him to enjoy.” p. 9. I refer with pleafure to a 
very ingenious, and at the fame time the moft correfit 
explanation of the objeft of this miracle, inferted in the 
Gentleman’s Magazine for the month of January 1800. 
p. 25, 26. with the lignature C. D. Mr. E. did not re¬ 
member, that miracles of the Almighty were not de- 
figned for the eonvi&ion of the Jewilh nation only, but 
alfo for warnings and proofs of his power and prefence 
to neighbouring idolaters, worlhippers pofiibly of thofe 
planets, 

III. " Amongft the miraculous fafts recorded in the 
" Scriptures, there are fome which a wary, reflecting, 
“ and unprejudiced mind might not unreasonably con- 
■ c fider as only uncommon effects of human (kill, or the 
“ mere illulions of what the ancients denominated the 
(t magic art, cunning* artifice, and a kind of dexterous 
€( legerdemain. For the very feme evidence of tejiimony 
“ which alfures us of the miracles wrought by Mofes 
“ to prevail upon Pharaoh to difmifs the Ifraelites, af- 
“ fures us likewife, that in the three firft inftances the 
“ Egyptian magicians performed the fame 5 and there¬ 
fore it is highly probable, that their king fuppofed 
ff Mofes and Aaron to be only magicians of fuperior 
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“ (kill.” As I wifli to abridge the difcuffion of thefc 
topics, and to avoid the repetition of the arguments of 
other writers, I fhall briefly obferve, i. that, in candour, 
the fame evidence of teftimony fhould have received its 
proper appellation, the fame hiftory, and it fhould have 
been remarked, that the apparent fuccefs of the magi¬ 
cians in their attempts is recorded, as well as the mira¬ 
cles of Aaron. 2. Whatever might be the opinion of 
Pharaoh we cannot tell; but we know what the magi¬ 
cians themfelves thought of the power by which Aaron 
performed thofe wonderful works, and they declared them 
to be done by the finger of God. 3. Thefe miracles have 
the condition of . credibility, and authenticity, and reality, 
which Mr. E. eHewhere aflumes as neceflary to eftablifh 
the general authority of miracles 3 namely, a previous 
prophetic promife and fpecification. 

Out of refpe& to Bifhop Horfley's memory, as a fcho- 
lar, it may be proper to notice, although with a view to 
controvert, his opinion of thefe miracles performed by 
the magicians. He confiders it (p. 238. vol. i.) “ as an 
^ exprefs trial of fkill, if we may be allowed the expref- 
“ fion, between Mofes and the magicians of Egypt, in 
u the exercife of miraculous powers, in which the magi- 
“ cians were completely foiled. They performed fome 
“ miracles, but Mofes performed many more and much 
“ greater.—Now whoever will allow that thefe things, 
" done by the magicians, were miraculous, i. e. beyond 
“ the natural powers of man, muft allow that they were 
“ done by fome familiarity of thefe magicians with the 
devil, for they were done in exprefs defiance of God's 
“ power, they were done to difcredit his meffenger and 
“ to encourage the King of -/Egypt to difregard the mef- 
** fage.” pp. 239,240. I diflent altogether from this view 
of thefe tranfaftions. A trial of fkill implies an indepen¬ 
dence of each of the contending powers;, nor 4p I lee 
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how any fatisfa&ion is to refult from the confideration of 
Mofes having performed “ more and greater miracles,” 
while we are required to admit that, w by their familiarity 
“ with the devil/’ the magicians were able to perform any 
" in exprefs defiance of God’s power.” Belides, Pharaoh 
does not apply to his own magicians, but to Mofes and 
Aaron, for the removal of the frogs, which had been 
produced equally by the former. What is done in de¬ 
fiance of a certain power is feldom the fame thing which 
that power effefts and intends, and particularly when 
fuccefs would only aggravate the injury already infli&ed 
by the adverfe competitor. In fuch a cafe then the na¬ 
tural inference feems to be, that one agency controlled 
the other, and the magicians appear to have been com¬ 
pelled to be joint authors of the fame miraculous calami¬ 
ties with which the Almighty had refolved to vindicate 
his omnipotence. A trial of (kill fuggefts a very degrad¬ 
ing notion of the ways of the Almighty, and tends, as I 
obferved before, to elevate the power of the devil to that 
of an independent being, which is neceflarily implied in 
a real competition. 

IV. h “ There are others, which might be fufpefted of 
u being only the accidental effefts of natural caufes faga- 
“ cioufly obferved, and artfully mifreprefented as the im- 
“ mediate interpofition of divine power, to anfwer the 
<c purpofes of the chief a&or of the hiftory. Of this 
“ kind are the extraordinary flight of quails, the fupply 
“ of manna, the definition of Korah and his fa&ious 
(f party, and fame others." 

This reafoning would be more fpecious, if the fupply 
of manna had been temporary 5 but the children of Ifrael 
eat it during “ forty years,” a period rather too long for 
the continued and accidental operation of natural caufes. 

h Letter to Dr. Prieftley’s Young Man, p. 9,10. 
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In a fimilar manner, when the Ifraelites demanded 
again flefti to eat, the quails were again fent to fetisfy 
their defire; and we may be allowed perhaps to argue 
from the afiemblage of thefe animals in fuch vaft bodies, 
that it was not an accidental effe& of a natural caufe: 
“ Shall the flocks and the herds be flam for them,” fays 
Mofes, “ to fuffice them ? or (hall all the fifh of the fea 
u be gathered together for them, to fuffice them ?” Num. 
xi. 22. The repetition of one miracle, and the continua¬ 
tion of the other, not to mention how the prophetic par¬ 
ticulars afcertained ^hat the manna was the promifed 
bread, obviate the cavil at once. The deftru&ion of Ko- 
rah was not an accidental earthquake, for Mofes predi&ed 
this particular mode of deftru&ion, and therefore the 
hiftory is credible according to Mr. E’s own criterion. 

V. “ Nay Jofephus, though a Jew, labours to account 
€t for the paflage of the Ifraelites through the Red fea by 
u the favourable concurrence of natural circumftances, 
“ which happened at that time to occafion a temporary 
" dry path in that part of the channel; and intimates that 
" fimilar circumftances have been known repeatedly to 
produce fimilar effefts, ir^ other places, fince the time 
“ of Mofes.” p. io. It is a matter of curiofity to ex¬ 
amine how Jofephus “ labours” to gpt rid of this miracle, 
and I willingly produce his mode of labouring for this 
purpofe. “ As foon therefore as ever the whole jEgyp- 
(C tian army was within it, the fea flowed to its own 
“ place, and came down with a torrent, railed by ftorms 
" of wind, and encompaffed the ^Egyptians. Showers 
ff of rain alfo came down from the fky, and dreadful 
“ thunders and lightnings, with flafhes of fire. Thunder- 
“ bolts alfo were darted upon them. Nor was there any 
“ thing which is ufually fent by God upon men, as indi- 
“ cations of his wrath, which did not happen at this time; 
" for a dfifrlt and difm^l night oppreflpd them/ 1 Now 
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after Tome expe&ation we prepare ourfelves to analyze 
the circum fiances , €t which have been known repeatedly to 
“ produce fimilar effe&s, in other places, fince the time 
" of Mofes.” “ As for myfelf,” fays Jofephus, “ I have 
“ delivered every part of this hiftory as I found it in the 
“ facred books 2 nor let any one wonder at the ftrange- 
c< nefs of the narration, if a way were difcovered to thofe 
(i men of old time, who were free from the wickednefs 
“ of modern ages, whether it happened by the will of 
“ God, or whether it happened of its own accord 5 while 
“ for the fake of thofe that accompanied Alexander 
" King of Macedonia, who yet lived, comparatively, but 
“ a little while ago, the Pamphylia retired and afforded 
“ them a paffage through itfelf, when they had no other 
“ way to go; I mean when it was the will of God to de- 
“Jlroy the monarchy of the Perfans: and this is confeffed 
“ to be true by all that have written about the a&ions of 
" Alexander. But as to thefe events , let every one deter - 
“ mine as he pleafes.” There is an effential difference be¬ 
tween the paffage of the Ifraelites through the Red fea 
from one fide to the other, and the march of Alexander 
along the coajl of the fea of Pamphylia. I may add from 
Whifton’s note the account of the topography of this 
inarch according to Strabo: “ Now about Phafelis is 
" that narrow paffage by the fea fide , through which Alex - 
fC ander led his army . There is a mountain called Cli- 
iC max, which adjoins to the fea of Pamphylia, leaving a 
“ narrow paffage on the fhore, which in calm weather is 
“ bare, fo as to be pafiable by travellers j but when the 
“ fea overflows, it is covered to a great degree by the 
c < waves. Now then, the afcent by the mountains being 
“ round about and fteep, in flill weather they make ufe of 
" the road along the coaft. But Alexander fell into the 
“ winter feafon, and committing himfelf chiefly to for- 
u tune, he marched on before the waves retired, and fo it 
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" happened that they were a whole day in journeying 
“ over it, and were under water up to the navel.” Lib. 
xiv. p. 666. Arrian’s account is this; b. i. p. 7a, 73. 
“ When Alexander removed from Phafelis, he fent fome 
“ part of his army over the mountains to Perga, which 
“ road the Thracians (hewed him. A difficult way it 
u was, but (hort. However, he himfelf conduced thofe 
“ that were with him by the fea Jhore . This road is im- 
“ paflable at any other time than when thp north wind 
“ blows; but if the fouth wind prevail, there is no pqffing 
“ by the Jhore . Now at this time, after ftrong fouth 
“ winds, a north wind blew, and that not without the 
“ Divine Providence, (as both he and they that were 
“ with him fuppofed,) and afforded him an eafy and 
“ quick paflage.” Thus it feems that <the word “ repeat- 
" edly” defignates the Jingle inflance adduced by Jofe- 
phus ; and fo far is he from recurring to natural caufes, 
that he confiders Alexander as the agent of the Al¬ 
mighty, and affifted by Him in this particular difficulty; 
and thus endeavours, contrary to Mr. E’s fuppofitidn, to 
affimilate the cafe of Alexander to that of the Ifraelites, 
and not that of the Ifraelites to the tranfit of Alexander’s 
army. 

V. The following objeftion I (hall confider in a general 
view, and not in its application. “ * Why, fir, young as 
“ you are, you muft have learned from the four evange- 
C( lical hiftories themfelves, that to fome of the miracu- 
“ lous fa&s they relate, the Apoflles alone could be 
“ witnefles; that the moft public of them could be feen 
“ only by part of the inhabitants of Paleftine, chiefly 
“ in Galilee, or in the neighbourhood of Jerufalem: and 
“ that of thofe crowds who followed our Saviour, and 
“ were witnefles to many of his wonderful a&s, whether 

1 Letter to Dr. PriefUey’s Young Man, p. 11, 
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" they cohfifted of thousands or of myriads, fo very few 
{t were effectually convinced by them of the divine 
cc power and authority of liis commiffion, that after his 
“ death the whole number of thofe who believed in him 
“ amounted only to one hundred and twenty, and of that 
" fmall number many were dead before the year fixty- 
u two, the date which Dr. P. allots for the publication of 
" the earlieft of thofe hiftories." i. Thofe miracles, which 
our Lord performed in the prefence of the Apoftles alone, 
were not performed for their advantage, nor had any 
other objeCt, than <the miracles of greater publicity. 

%. The duration of our Saviour's miniftry for three, or 
three years and a half, allowed a fufficient fpace for the 
repetition of all his wondrous works, particularly if we 
confider that his whole employment confided either of 
teaching, or working miracles. The evidence of the di¬ 
vinity of our Lord's million would not have been incom¬ 
plete, even if his mod public miracles could have been 
feen only by a part of the inhabitants of Paleltine, chiefly 
in Galilee, or in the neighbourhood of Jerufalem. But 
how are we to learn, which were his mofi public miracles, 
when fo fmall a part of them is preferved in defcription ? 
Or, can we fuppofe that there was fuch a gradation of 
publicity as would affeCt the fufliciency or validity of this 
evidence ? 

3. We are not any where informed, what numbers of 
people believed in our Lord's million. To fay that there 
were only one hundred and twenty that were to be found 
after his death, is not warranted by the paffage in the 
ACts, i. 15. where the number of difciples is faijf to 
be “ about an hundred and twenty names." Are we to 
infer, that this was the amount of all the believers 
throughout all the traCt of country, where our Lord had 
been teaching; or, can we again fuppofe, that all who 
believed every where had immediately after the death of 
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our Saviour repaired to Jerufalem, and joined themfelves 
to the Apoftles ? Yet thefe affumptions are all neceflary 
for Mr. E’s argument. 

4. Mr. E. proceeds to (late, k “ that the mod impor- 
€t tant of all the miracles of the Golpel, the refurreCtion 
te of our Lord Jefus from the dead, we are exprefsly told 
“ by an Apoftle himfelf, was not manifetted to the peo- 
“ pie in general, but only to a few chofen witnefles, 
“ who eat and drank, and converted with him for many 
“ days after his refurre&ion to life/* The witnefles were 
" chofen” indeed, but not " few.” Our Lord did not 
appear “ to all the people,” but “ he appeared to five 
“ hundred brethren at once,” which ought to make fome 
difference in Mr. E’s computation of the numbers of be¬ 
lievers after our Lord’s death. I am ready to allow, that 
Mr. E. has received the miracles above referred to, which 
might be explained away by “ reflecting, and wary, and 
“ unprejudiced minds,” on the authority of preceding pre¬ 
dictions. But was Pharaoh, who might have had a mind 
of this defcription, acquainted with thefe predictions ? It 
does not appear that he was, nor is his criminal obduracy 
faid in Scripture to be aggravated by refitting the evi¬ 
dence of prophecy as well as of miracles; indeed his ob*- 
ftinacy would not be accounted as criminal in any degree, 
unlefs the neceflary knowledge of the previous predic¬ 
tion had been communicated to him. I argued in a pre¬ 
ceding note on the credibility of the miracles without pro¬ 
phecy. 


P. 79. had been acquainted . I had inadvertently adopted 
the fenfe of this paffage of Tertullian as given by Dr. 
Prieftley. I believe Mr. E’s to be more correCk, but it 
does not amount to « the writer’s perfonal knowledge.” 

k Letter to Dr. Prieftley’s Young Man, p. 12 f 
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I (hall tranfcribe not merely the (lory, but the reafoning 
likewife of Tertullian. " Dividetur autem mors , li et ani- 
“ ma, fuperfluo fcilicet animae quandoque morituro: ita 
“ portio mortis cum animce portione remanelit . Nec igno- 
" to aliquod ejfe vejligium cfpinionis ijiius . De meo didici. ^ 
lf Seio feminam quandam vemaculam Ecclefiae, forma et 
“ aetate integra fun&am, poft unicum et breve matrimo- 
“ nium, cum in pace dormifiet, et morante adhiuc fepul- 
" tura, interim oratione prefbyteri componeretur, ad pri- 
“ mum halitum orationis manus a lateribus dimotas in 
“ habitum fupplicem conformafle, rurfumque condita 
“ pace, fitui fuo reddidifle. Eft et alia relatio apud nof- 
“ tros,” which (hews that the other was a current anec¬ 
dote alfo. “ In caemeterio corpus corpori jufta collo- 
“ cando fpatium receflu communicaffe/’ This is the 
whole of Mr. E’s extract. I (hall reft thg queftion of 
Tertullian’s credulity on the reafoning which he imme¬ 
diately fubjoins. “ Si et apud ethnicos tale quid tradi- 
" tur, ubique Deus poteftatis fuae figna proponit, fuis in 
cc folatium, extraneis in teftimonium. Magis enim ere - 
“ dam ex Deo fa&um, quam ex ullis animae reliquiis : 
“quae ft ineflent, alia quoque membra moviflent, et fi 
“ manus tantum, fed non in caufam orationis . Corpus 
“etiam illud non modo firatri cefliflet, verum et alias, 
“ mutatione fitus fibimet ipfi refrigeraflet.” This laft ex¬ 
planation, it (hould be remembered, is founded on the 
notion, that all life was not extinguiflied, and therefore 
not fenfation. He is however diflatisfied with what he 
had (aid. “ Certe unde unde funt ifta, (ignis potius et por- 
“ tentis deputanda, naturam facere non pojjunt: mors, fi 
“ non femel tota eft, non eft : fi quid vitae remanferit, vita 
“ eft: non magis vitae mifeebitur mors, quam diei nox.” 
DeAnima, 51. 

P. 9 6. Clement of Alexandria . “ Poflemus,” fays Lt 
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Clerc in his third Diflertation fubjoined to his Harmony, 
“ hie fubjicere exempla Clementis Alexandra ni utentis 
“ libris apocryphis, non aliter ac ApOftolicis; iis tempori- 
“ bus, quibus fat notum erat utrorumque diferimen, nec 
" aequalis au&oritas.” p. 543. I think I have (hewn, that 
he has not unduly raifed the one, nor depreffed the other. 

P. 125. Could not have leen dijlinguijhed . Mr. E. feems 
to exult in M the conceflions which Le Clerc himfelf was 
“ forced to make concerning the great number of undif- 
€€ tinguifhable fictitious books, falfely attributed to the 
“ Apoftles and their followers in the very firft age K” 
I had fome curiofity to examine thefe conceflions. Dod- 
well obferves, as cited by Le Clerc, p. 541. that before 
the time of Trajan the canon of the facred books was not 
yet determined, nor any certain number of books re¬ 
ceived in the Catholic church. Le Clerc concedes, “ that 
“ no fynod confiding of members either of all or many 
“ Chriftian churches had, at this period, made any deci- 
€i fion on this fubjeCt.” And I have elfewhere fuggefted 
fome reafbns for regarding this filence, as advantageous 
to Chriftianity. Dodwell alfo argues, that the true apo- 
ftolic writings were fo bound up together, in the fame 
volumes, with apocryphal works, that it did not appear 
by any mark or public cenfure of the church, which of 
them were to be preferred. Le Clerc concedes, that 
fometime8 the writings of Barnabas, Clement, Hermas, 
and others were conjoined with the books of the Apo¬ 
ftles; but it is not yet clear to him, that this was done in 
the apoftolic age : and of this combination he again thus 
exprefles himfelf; I am unwilling to fuppofe this of the 
difciples of the Apoftles, who had received the Gofpd 
from their mouth and their writings. 

1 Letter to Dr. Frieftley's Young Man, p. 42. 
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Another conceffion of Le Clerc’s, but imperfe&ly made, 
may be produced. If I fhould concede, that Clement 
(of Rome) had not read all the Gofpels, nothing could be 
inferred againft my opinion, if that epiftle were written 
fometime before the deftru&ion of Jerufalem, as many 
fuppofe, or a ftiort time after the appearance of the Gof¬ 
pels. For then he could not have feen any Gofpel, ex¬ 
cept that of St. Luke, which he commends. The mod 
important of all die conceflions is that where he fays he 
could produce inftances of citations by Clement of Alex¬ 
andria from apocryphal books, of which he made the 
fame ufe as thofe of the Apoftles ; “ utentis libris apocry- 
u phis, non aliter ac Apoftolicis but he does not admit 
that this was done becaufe the diftin&ion was not known, 
or acknowledged, becaufe he adds, “ iis temporibus, qui- 
" bus fat notum erat utrorumque difcrimen, nec aequalis 
" au&oritas.” The ufe therefore which Le Clerc fays 
that Clement made of thefe books, mud be interpreted 
with a reference to the above conclufion of the fentence. 
Such then are the conceflions of Le Clerc, which might 
be defcribed in lefs fanguine expreflions by Mr. E. than as 
fuch as he “ was forced to make concerning the great 
" number of undifiingui/balle fictitious books, falfely at- 
(< tributed to the Apoftles and their followers in the very 
* firft age.” 

P. 177. St. Matthew*s Gojpel. It was my original in¬ 
tention to examine fuch parts of “ The DifTonance” in 
thefe notes, as could not be reduced under the general 
topics, which I had feleCted for examination in the Lec¬ 
tures, or would have enlarged each difcourfe to an incon¬ 
venient length for delivery. I therefore take this oppor¬ 
tunity of introducing fome of thefe fupplementary re- 
marks on the objections of Mr. E. to the Gofpels in ge- 
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neral. With regard to the demoniac of Gadara, men¬ 
tioned by St. Luke, “ there appear to occur ftill ftronger 
w objections againft it from the hiftory itfelf: and fuch as 
“ may well warrant a conclulion that the whole paflage 
“ was interpolated in the fecond century. For in the 
“ preceding part of Luke’s narrative we find our Lord 
“ was at Capernaum, on the weftem fide of the lake or 
“ fea of Galilee, and in the eighth chapter he takes Ihip 
“ with his difciples to go unto the other fide of the lake, 
“ without doubt to preach the Gofpel to thofe parts of 
“ Paleftine which were fituated on the eaftern fide: but, 
“ according to this moft extraordinary ftory of the demo- 
“ niac and the herd of fwine, aim oft as.foon as" he was 
“ landed on the eaftern ftiore, the Gadarenes, terrified and 
" alarmed by the injurious though miraculous deftru&ion 
" of their fwine, entreated him to leave their coafts; and 
“ he accordingly went up into the Ihip, and returned back 
“ again to Capernaum. In Galilee therefore, on the weft- 
“ ern fide of the lake, he ought to be found in the following 
“ part of the hiftory: yet in the very next chapter we 
« are plainly told, without the flighteft infinuation of his 
“ having crofted the lake again, that he was on the eaft- 
“ ern fide of the lake $ for from thence he fent out his 
“ twelve Apoftles, and thither they returned to him 
“ again, becaufe, immediately on their return, he took 
“ them afide into a defert place belonging to the city 
“ Bethfaida, which, we learn from Jofephus, who, having 
“ had the command of the forces of the Jews in that dif- 
“ trift, muft have been perfectly acquainted with the 
H fituation of every town upon the lake, was on the 
“ eaftern fide of the fea of Galilee. If then this very ex - 
“ ceptionable miracle be an interpolation, and not part of 
u the original writing of St. Luke, the narrative proceeds 
" confidently and regularly: but, if it be taken as au- 
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* theritic, there is fuch a geographical confufiori and dif- 
“ Order in this part of the hiftory, as occurs no where elfe 
" in this author’s works m .” Cellarius confiders this as 
one of the moft difficult queftions in facred geography $ 
and his doubts induced Reland to examine what mode 
could be adopted of reconciling the Evangelifts with Jo¬ 
fephus. Reland apologizes for having reeourfe to the 
fuppofition, that thfcre were two places of the name of 
Bethfaida, oh different fides of the lake of Gennefaret, 
becaufe it is one of the moft trite folutioris of fimilar cafes 
among geographical writers. Mackriight, iri the Com¬ 
mentary on his Harmony, p. 256, fays, that u this city 
** therefore, being in Philip’s jurifdi&ion, muft have flood 
“ fomewhere to the eaft of Jordari. Jofephus has marked 
“its fituation diftin&ly, Bell. iii. 18. where he tells us, 
“ that the river Jordan fells into the lake Gennefar behind 
u the city Julias/’ or Bethfaida, the name by which it 
Was dignified by Philip the tetrarch. " All the cireuifi- 
“ fiances mentioned in the Gofpels, which have any rela- 
“ tion to Bethfaida* quadrate exaftly with this fituation 
“ of it.” It is nedeffary to obferve, that Galilee on this 
fide the river Jordan, the lower Gaulonitis, and Penea 
On the other, however various places in thefe tra&s might 
be afligned to various perfons in the fluftuating diftribu- 
tion 6f tetrarchies or toparchies under the Roman em¬ 
perors, did not undergo any change with refpe& to their 
feveral boundaries. St. John calls Bethfaida, Bethfaida 
of Galilee, as if it were to diftinguifh it from another in 
a different diftrift. The Bethfaida of Jofephus was in 
Gaulonitis, on the other fide of the river Jordan. Mack- 
night wiflies to reconcile the two by fuggefting, “ that 
u Bethfaida being fituated hard by the Jordan which 
11 according to Jofephus divided Galilee from Gaulonitis* 

* DifToa. pp. 47,48. 
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§t it might be called a town of either country# Perhaps 
ff it belonged fometimes to the one, and fometimes to thfe 
u other.” Of this there is no evidence* Nor is the fub- 
fequent reafon to be admitted. “ Farther; although when 
“ Jofephus wrote Galilee did not extend beyond Jordan, 
** the boundary of Herod’s dominions, the Scriptures give 
€t the name of Galilee to the whole region lying north of 
“ the fea, (Matth. iv. 13—15.) and particularly to the 
“ tra& which Jofephus names Gavdonitis; for, Acts v. 37* 
46 Gamaliel calls him Judas of Galilee, whom Jofephus 
“ names Judas Gaulonitis. Nay the latter calls him 
€( fometimes Judas of Galilee.” All that can be inferred 
from the coincidence of the two writers is, that they had 
the fame reafon for calling him Judas of Galilee, not that 
the facred writers give the name of Galilee to the traft 
which Jofephus diftinguifhes by the name Gaulonitis* 
Hudfon ingenioufly intimates in a note, page 792, that 
Judas might receive a double appellation, one from the 
place of his birth, and the other from the place of his 
education, or refidence. Aldrich, Hift. Jofeph. p. iodb. 
is perfuaded, that the firft paflage is corrupt in which 
Judas is defcribed as a Gaulonite from the city GamalA, 
and remarks, that there was a Gamala in Galilee as well 
as in Gaulonitis 5 but this correftion is furely unneceflary. 
There is no neceflity for difturbing the geography of Jo¬ 
fephus to fuch an extent, when a man, who changes his 
abode, may naturally derive a local defignation from the 
place where he either paffed the greatefl part of his life, 
or where he mod diftinguifhed himfelf by certain a&ionfc, 
without any reference to the length of the period durinjg 
which he remained there* Since however Macknight 
has affirmed, that the collocation of Bethfaida upon the 
eaftem fide of the lake of Galilee quadrates exafitly “ with 
“ all the circumftances mentioned in the Gofpels which 
“ have any relation to it,” it is proper to examine the 
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(tillages from which its true fituation can be colle&ecL 
Our Saviour pafled twice from the eaftern fide of the lake 
to Bethfaida, dire&ly. It is worthy of attention to ob^ 
Jferve by what track, upon another occafion, he arrived on 
that fide of the lake. n . He firft departed into the coafts 
of Tyre mid Sidon, and then directed his courfe to the 
lea of Galilee 5 but St. Mark informs us, that it was 
“ through the midft of the coafts of Decapolis.” He 
then took ftiip and came into the “ coafts of Magdala/'* 
or, according to St. Mark, “ into the parts of Dalma* 
“ nutha,” on the weftern border of the fea of Galilee. 
He then returned with his difciples to the eaftern fide, 
and repeated the miracle of the provifion of food for the 
multitude. St. Mark is the only Evangelift that notices 
his fubfequent removal to Bethfaida: “ And he cometh 
“ to Bethfaida.” I fliall purfue the line of our Saviour's 
journeying from this point, although it is a digreflion 
from the argument. We next find our Saviour, in the 
accounts both of St. Matthew and St. Mark, in the 
coafts of Caefarea Philippi, which will accord very well 
with the return to Bethfaida. At this time it was that 
he “ abode” with his difciples " in Galilee that “ they 
u palled through Galilee,” or traverfed a large traft of 
that country, and "would not that any man Ihould 
u know it,” as St. Mark adds; and St. John (ch. vii. 1.) 
relates, that “ after thefe things Jefus walked in Galilee* 
" for he would not walk in Jewry, becaufe the Jews 
“ fought to kill him.” It is on his return to the fouth 
.from the upper parts of Galilee that we find him again at 
Capernaum, which place he left, and " departed from 
u Galilee, and came into the coafts of Judea beyond Jor- 
u dan,” the Peraea. After fome flay in this diftrift, he 
Afterwards, as his time approached, journeyed towards 

* See tbemap of Pakftine in DAnville. 
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Jerufalem. The brief expreffions of St. Mark, “ and he 
“ cometh to Bethfaida,” may be beft explained by a pre* 
vious account of our Saviour’s eroding the lake to the 
fame place. St. Matthew (ch. xiv. 22.) has not given 
all the particulars; and it may be ufeful to compare the 
lefs full with the more enlarged detail. u And ftraight- 
“ way Jefus conftrained his difciples to get into a fhipf, 
“ and to go before him unto the orther fide, while he 
u font the multitudes away. And when they were gone 
“ over* they came into the land of Gennefaret.” St- 
Mark inferts fome material information, €t to go to the 
4C other fide before unto Bethfaida.” €C And when they 
46 had pafied over, they came into the land of Geimefaret, 
€( and drew to Ihore.” This teftimony places Bethfaida 
not only in Galilee, but in the land of Gennefaret, the 
ager Gennefareticus . Macknight therefore feems to be 
incorreft in his chorography, when he refers every tranf- 
a&ion connected with Bethfaida to the eafternfide of the 
lake; and the Evangelifts had as much reafon to fpeak 
of Bethfaida of Galilee, as Jofephus had to notice that in 
Gaulonitis. 

P. 147. copyijls. Mr. E* proceeds to obferve 0 , that 
w if the plain exprefs dictates of the Lord Jefus himfelf 
“ could not eTcape free from material alterations and acT- 
“ ditions, by the pens of copyifts of thefe books in the 
44 third, fourth, or fifth centuries, what other parts of 
44 them can we fuppofe fecure from their daring interpd- 
44 lations, whenever they hoped to ferve by them the 
4f caufe of their particular religious fyftem ?” The prayer 
dictated by our Lord to his difciples, as preferved by 
St. Luke, is faid to be “ interpolated out of the Gofp£l 

called Matthew’s;” and the authority of Qriefbacbfe 

• Diffonancs, p. $3. . 
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adduced for this aflertion. I think the word interpolation 
is a very harfh one; and it is ufed by Griefbach, as well 
as by Mr. E. They are not additions flowing from the 
imagination of the copyift, and fhould therefore be dif- 
tinguiftied from the produce of human invention, directed 
to a certain object and purpofe. I do not underftand 
how *Mhe caufe of their particular religious fyftem” 
could be ferved by transferring to St. Luke the words 
which a afiign a local habitation to God in heaven,” or 
thofe which contain the petition for deliverance from the 
evil one. It is not remarked by Mr. E. that “ the learned 
“ and diligent” Griefbach did not difcover any reafon for 
reje&ing thefe fame claufes from the prayer, as recorded 
by St. Matthew. Mr. E. reje&s, on the ground of “ the 
“ evangelical hiftory of St. Luke being made more con¬ 
formable to that attributed to Matthew by the fame 
“ copyifts,” the baptifm of Jefus, “ his forty days f9.fl- 
“ ing, his temptation, and the transfiguration.” I hope I 
may be excufed, if, having obferved that the arbitrary 
aflignment of motives to thefe unknown copyifts js not 
fupported by any proof, I merely fhew how Mr. E. would 
have proceeded, had he belonged to this aflpciation of 
ancient tranfcribers. “ It well deferves our notice,” fays 
Mr. E. (Diflonance, p. 55.) “ that if we pafs from the 
" account of John’s imprifonment by Herod, Luke iii. 
“ 2,0. to iv. 14. and read , * Then came Jefus/ injlead of 
* And Jefus returned/ the hiftories both of John and Je- 
iS fus proceed regularly , and in order.” This admirer of 
Griefbach will not find any various reading in this paf- 
fage. The word fares-p^ev is written u with an iron pen 
“ and lead, in the rock, for ever.” Mr. E. has explained 
his own fyftem, and we fee how he can audacioufly dif- 
figure by mutilation, in the face of that fame criticifm, 
whofe affiftance he can fo complacently ufe, when in his 
•wn favour, the latter periods of the hiftory of the chofea 
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people of God, and of the divine Author and Finifher of 
a new difpenfation, under the impofing objection of want 
of probability, or confident connexion; but in reality, 
becaufe it is irreducible, when entire, to his views of or¬ 
thodox Socinianifm. It is not however intended to fub- 
ftitute this remark in the place of an examination of th© 
reafons for rejefting the hifiory of the baptifm of our 
Saviour. “ With what propriety,” it is aiked, p. 56. 
u could he, who knew no fin, receive fuch a baptifm ? 
€e or, the defiined Meffiah attend the preaching of his 
to own precurfor, to be prepared by him for the coming 
of himfelf?” The Baptid himfelf, well knowing that 
his own was a baptifm unto repentance, hefitated in com¬ 
plying with the intention of our Lord, who came in or¬ 
der to be baptized by him; “ I have need to be bap- 
" tized of thee, and corned thou to me?” Our Lord did 
not explain himfelf further than by replying, " Suffer 
it to be fo now, for thus it becometh us to fulfil all 
u righteoufnefs.” This is all the fatisfaftion which Mr. 
E’s quedion can receive. In what Gofpel did Mr. E. 
learn that our Lord u attended the preaching of his own 
“ precurfor ?” It is fufficient to expofe this interpolation 
of the fcoffer himfelf, nor is it neceffary to repel other- 
wife the deidical mockery with which the objeft of that 
attendance is exprefled. “ And what probability,” con¬ 
tinues he, “ is there, that our Lord would have ftudi- 
“ oudy avoided calling himfelf c the Son of God* during 
" his whole minidry, and forbidden his difciples before 
“ his death to announce him as fuch to the Jews, if God 
“ had miraculoufly declared him to be fo by a voice from 
“ heaven, in the audience of fo great a multitude ?” I 
was prepared to fpeak harfhly of the aflertion, that our 
Lord was baptized in the prefence of a great multitude, 
arid that a great multitude heard the voice from heaven ; 
but I redrained my diffent within other limits, when I 
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©bferved that the able author of u Illuftrations of the 
“ Gofpels*” Mr. Jones, has fpoken twice of the pre- 
fence of a multitude upon this occafion, p. 38. and 359. 
The language of the Evangelift does not feem to au¬ 
thorize fuch an interpretation. St. Luke lays, iii. 31. 
** J*faw when all the people were baptized, it came to 
“ pals, that Jefus alfo, being baptized, and praying, &c.” 
The original is, fa too Hotarr* rov Aaov : but 

thefe exprefiions do not imply that this multitude was 
prefent when our Saviour prayed. My objections to the 
above fuppolition are thefe: 1. It weakens the teftimony* 
of the Baptift, “ And I faw and bare record that this 
“ is the Son of God.” 3. St. John alone was prepared 
hy prophecy to recognize our Lord; “ He that fent 
“ me to baptize with water, the fame faid unto me, 
“ Upon whom thou lhalt fee the Spirit defcending and 
“ remaining on him, the fame is he which baptizeth 
“ with the Holy Ghoft.” 3. Would our Saviour have 
prayed, contrary to his fubfequent practice and injuncr 
tions, not in fecret, but before a great multitude ? 
4. But even fuppofing that a multitude were prefent, 
they were probably ignorant of the character of the per- 
fon who was baptized. “ I baptize with water,” faid 
the Baptift to the enquiring Pharifees; “ but there ftand- 
w eth one among you, whom ye know not 5” and he re¬ 
peats it of himfelf, fo as to attraCt attention, “ and I knew 
u him not.” And with a reference to this circumftance 
I imagine thefe words are to be explained : “ but that he 
u Ihould be made manifeft unto Ifrael, therefore am I 
“ come baptizing with water.” The manifeftation to If¬ 
rael did not confift in receiving the rite of baptifm pub¬ 
licly, but in the record of John refpeCting the nature of 
the perfon who was baptized, which had been pre- 
vjwfly glared to him by the Spirit, and had been con- 
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firmed by the voice from heaven. Mr. E. continues, 
that our Lord forbade his difciples, before his death, 
to announce him as the Son of God to the Jews. St. 
Luke has given this as a reafon of the injunftion of 
filence at this time, which our opponent would extend 
to every fubfequent period. “ He ftraitly charged and 
H commanded them to tell no man that thing, faying, 
€ * The Son of man mutt fuffer many things, &c.” 
He knew what effeft fuch a communication would have 
as the period of his death approached, and, at the 
time of this converfation with his difciples, he was on* 
his way to the north of Galilee, in order that he might 
avoid thofe who fought to kill him, before all things 
were accomplithed. He did not enjoin filence on this 
fubjeft as relative to particulars that were not true, 
or indifferent, but the declaration of which at this junc¬ 
ture would have accelerated an event, which had its ap¬ 
propriate feafon. There is an exception to the remaining 
affertion, that our Lord u ftudioufly avoided calling him- 
“ felf the Son of God during his whole mini/lry” in the 
miraculous reftoration of fight to the man who was 
blind. “ Doft thou believe on the Son of God ?” was our 
Saviour’s queftion. “ Who is he, Lord, that I might be- 
“ lieve on him ? Thou haft both feen him, and it is he 
** that talketh with thee,” was the unambiguous lan¬ 
guage in which he afiferted the union of both natures. 
The u account of the transfiguration is fo dire&ly con- 
u tradi&ory to the repeated do&rine of the Gofpel, that 
“ Jefus was the firft man whom God raifed from the 
** dead, that it cannot be a true authentic Jlory. For, 
“ whatever may be thought of Elias, Mofes, we are ex- 
“ prefsly affured, died and was buried : if therefore he 
“ was alive in the reign of Tiberius, and vifited our Sa- 
^ viour on the mount, Mofes, and not Jefus, muft. havo 
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¥ been the firft fruits from the dead a .” This is not any 
inftance of a refurre&ion from the dead. Mofes indeed 
died, and was buried: but is there any reafon to con¬ 
clude from this vifion, as it is called, that this appearance 
at the transfiguration was either in the place of a re- 
furre&ion, or the confequence of it ? Mr. E. next objects 
to the whole of the two firft chapters of St. Luke’s 
Gofpel. One improbability in his opinion is, that “ an- 
u gels, like men, fhould be diftinguifhed from each other 
f ( by proper names.” To this it certainly is not eafy to 
give a dire£t anfwer, except indeed that no one perfon 
is fumifhed with any peculiar information refpe&ing the 
nature of this order of beings. It is however not re¬ 
pugnant to our conceptions to fuppofe, that as the an¬ 
gels are not perfect, their allotted places and functions, 
as minifters of the Almighty, may neceffarily be denoted 
relatively to their own capacities by certain names; at 
leaft thefe names may have a relation to the perfons to 
whom they have been occafionally dire&ed to commu¬ 
nicate the will of God. I muft alfo obferve, that al¬ 
though the angel predict a miracle, which was accom- 
plifhed, yet this conformity to the criterion of credible 
pnracles has not reftrained Mr. E. from reje&ing the 
account as a forgery. I willingly tranfcribe the reafon- 
ing on this miracle from a very able letter to Mr. Stone* 
by the Rev. E. Nares, p f 26. “ But, Sir, if you doubt 
" the veracity of Mary and Jofeph, from the extreme 
“ privacy of the tranfa&ions, why doubt the vifion of 
" Zacharias, fo immediately connected with them in all 
“ its circumftances ? This, if it happened in private, was 
yet attended with circumftances of confiderable pub- 
ft licity. For though, indeed, it was in the inner part 
f ( of the fynagogue that the angel appeared to Zacha- 

a Diffonance, p. 57. 
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riaft, yet * the whole multitude of the people 9 waft 

* praying juft without; and, after an impatient expe&a- 
u tion of his appearance, the inftant he came forth, it 

was the people in waiting who difcovered, by hia 
" looks and manner, that he had feen a vifion. What 
** fay you, Sir, to this annunciation ? Remember the 

* two vifions (or miracles, if you pteafe, for the truth 

* of the latter depends on the former) are clofely con- 

* nested, and cannot indeed be feparated: and msyrk 
^ the chara&er of Zacharias; he was not only a good 

man, and righteous before God, but he was by no 
means a credulous man ; the reverfe indeed to a fault, 
u v. ao.’ % It may be added, that he was to remain ju¬ 
dicially dumb "until the day that thefe things” were 
f* performedfo that the continuance of the miracle ve¬ 
rified the antecedency and reality of the predi&ion to 
Others, who were not fpe&ators of the effect, as foon as 
it was produced. Dr. Prieftley, in his Letter to a 
Young Man, p. 47. fays, that Mr. E. has " fuggefted 
u feveml new and valuable arguments againft the roira- 
u oulous conception, for which I and others think our- 
^ felves greatly obliged to him.” Some of tbefe we arc 
next to examine. Mr. E. obje&s to the defignation of 
Elizabeth as not only of the tribe of Levi, but of the 
f e daughters of Aaron,” becaufe " it is in the higheji de- 

* gree improbable 99 that the Levites, and " more efpe- 
& dally the family of Aaron, who were feparated from 
o all the other tribes and families, and peculiarly fan&i- 
** fied and appropriated to the rites and offices of their 

religion,” ffiould " intermarry with any other tribe.” 
The fad:, even without much confideration, appears to 
be this; that a female defcendant of a Levite married 
•into another Levite family, for Elizabeth certainly did 
not marry into another tribe* becaufe Zacharias, as a 
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prieft, muft have been of that of Levi. But u the family 
u of Aaron” was “ feparated from all other tribes and 
* families.” Zacharias is exprefsly faid to be of u the 
“ courfe of Abia;” and how did it happen that he was 
of this courfe, unlefs he alfo had been a fon of Aaron ? 
The fons of Aaron were divided into the four and 
twenty courfes. “ Thefe were the orderings of them in 
“ their fervice to come into the houfe of the Lord, ac* 
u cording to their manner, under Aaron their father, as 
“ the Lord God of Ifrael had commanded him, i Chrom 
< c xxiv. 19.” It will be faid, that no mention is made 
of the return of the family of Abia from captivity. 
That may be; but ftill there was lefs danger of confufioii 
among the facerdotal families, than among any others* 
Since however St. Luke fpecifies the courfe of Abia, the 
courfes of the fervices of the priefts muft have been re* 
ftored after the captivity; and if Zacharias had his place 
in that of Abia, we may prefume that there was as 
valid a reafon for fuppofing that he was one of the de¬ 
fendants of Aaron, to whom thefe courfes were pecu¬ 
liarly affigned, as there was for aflerting that Elizabeth 1 * 
defcent was from the head of the fame family. If I 
may not be permitted to fuppofe this part of the chapter 
to be genuine, its want of authority does not arife at 
leaft from the inconfiftency imputed by Mr. E. There 
is another improbability of Mr. E's, which I fhall leave 
with nearly an unreferved acknowledgment of my ig¬ 
norance. “ Neither is it at all probable,” fays he, “ that 
u the providence of the Almighty fhould deftine the 
“ Jewifh prophecies refpefting the Meffiah and his pre- 
" curfor to be accompliftied in two perfons, related 
u by confanguinity to each other.” As brevity is my 
objeft, I wifli merely to obferve, that there is one 
decifive circumftance to which we may appeal, that 
was fubverfive of any benefits to be expeded from 
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fucb a petty affociation of confederate relatives. The 
miniftry of the Baptift terminated before any utility 
could refult from fuch an union of interefts, and before 
any private or fecular obje&s of the individuals them- 
felves, if it were poffible for fuch to have exifted, could 
be promoted. We have next an inftance of the facility 
with which Mr. E. rejefts his own canons of fufficient 
or infufficient evidence of the credibility of miracles, in 
impugning the account of St. John, in which he re-» 
cords the teftimony of the Baptift refpe&ing our Sa¬ 
viour. Mr. E. avers, and argues at fame length, that the 
Baptift knew our Saviour by traditions and anecdotes 
preferved in his own family, while the Scriptures declare 
that he was prophetically inftru&ed how to diftinguifti 
him from other perfons, who reforted to his baptifm, 
I pafs on to another inconfiftency alledged by Mr. E* 
between the caufe affigned in the account of the annun¬ 
ciation of the birth of our Saviour, why he ftiould “ be 
f‘ called the Son of God,” and that which the Apoftles 
adduce, who, he fays, do not refer to any circumftances 
of his carnal birth, but to his being raifed from the dead 
€€ to a new and fpiritual life, by the immediate power 
“ of the Almighty;” and he adds, that “ St. Luke, as if 
“ he meant directly to contradict the heavenly annun- 
“ ciator, except in the acclamations of fome lunatics , never 
“ once mentions him by any other appellation than the 
“ Son of Man, or Son of David, till after his refurreCtion. 
“ Then indeed he jpeaks of him as leing commonly and 
“ publicly called the Son of God ” I only remark, that 
the queftion is here artfully examined, as if it related 
only to the date of the acquifition of a name, and not 
to that of the affumption of a certain nature. It is 
fomewhat remarkable, that thefe lunatics {hould acci¬ 
dentally have anticipated the application of a title to 
our Saviour, which, according to this theory, originated 
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hi the fubfequent event of the refurre&ion. Did thefe! 
lunatics forefee this event, and the introdu&ion of a new 
defignation of our Saviour ? The teftimony of thefe luna¬ 
tics, as they are called, is too lingular a fiftion for ordi¬ 
nary fabricators. The more frequent ufe of this name 
by the Apoftles after the refurre&ion is to be afcribed to 
another caufe. The teftimony to our Lord’s nature was 
then perfe&ed, and the exclamations both of the de¬ 
moniacs, and of St. Peter* were anticipations of the con- 
dufion, which would indeed naturally follow from the 
view of the whole of our Saviour’s life, but which 
Was premature at the periods of his miniftry, when 
thefe declarations were made, and before all the Scrip¬ 
tures concerning him could be fulfilled. The inten¬ 
tion of the palfages which fucceed, relative to S( our 
Lord’s examination before the Jewilh council,” has 
been fo ably examined in a work, entitled, 44 An llluftra- 
44 tion of the Method of explaining the New Teftament 
“ by the early opinions of Jews and Chriftians concern- 
41 ing Chrift, by W. Wilfon, B. D. Fellow of St. John’s 
f‘ College, Cambridge, 1797/’ that I could only repeat 
what I find there, and this repetition is contrary to my 
defign. Dr. Horfley’s book in reply to Dr. Prieftley 
has been termed a model of controverfy. I think that 
it has only a third place ; the two former may be juftly 
afligned to Dr. Burgh and Mr. Wilfon. Paffing for¬ 
wards to another obje&ion of Mr. E’s, which, from its 
brevity arid portable form, rather than from its import¬ 
ance, merits notice, we fee it ferioufly advanced, though 
not profelfedly infifted upon, that there is air incon- 
fiftency in the ftories the two frrft chapters of St. Luke 
pontain 44 of the Prophet Simeon and the Prophetefs 
Anna, with the well known hiftoric truth, that there 
44 never was a prophet amongft the Jews from the time 
>* of their return from their captivity to the preaching 
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u of Johtl the Baptift.” There was no prophet* whofe 
predictions were faid to be committed to writing* nor 
perhaps whofe office it was to utter predictions* if any 
fiich there were* which were not recorded; but the 
name of prophet mult have belonged to many in the 
Jewiffi polity* to whom the events of futurity were never 
revealed. Still however, when the Almighty vouchfafed 
to make known his purpofes, they were ufually, as occa- 
fion required, communicated to his people through per- 
fons of this clafs. To thefe remarks may be fubjoined 
an extraCl from Dr. Horfley’s firft fermon on the fubjeft 
of prophecy. “ Under this name,*’ he obferves, " is not 
€€ to be included every thing that might be uttered by a 
“ prophet, even under the divine impulfe; but the word 
is to be taken ftriCtly for that which was the higheft 
“ part of the prophetic office, the prediction of the 
u events of diftant ages. The prophets fpake under the 
“ influence of the Spirit upon various occafions, when 
“ they had no fuch predictions to deliver. They were, 
€C in the Jewiffi church, the ordinary preachers of right* 
“ eoufnefs; and their leffons of morality and religion; 
“ though often conveyed in the figured (trains of poetry, 
“ were abundantly perfpicuous. They were occafionally 
“ fent to advife public meafures in certain critical fitua- 
“ tions of the Jewiffi ftate. Sometimes they gave wam- 
“ ing of impending judgments, or notice of approaching 
“ mercies, and fometimes they were employed to re- 
u buke the vices, and to declare the deftiny, of indivi- 
“ duals. What they had to utter upon thefe occafions 
“ had fometimes, perhaps, no immediate connection with 
“ prophecy, properly fo called; and the mind of the 
“ prophet feems to have been very differently affeCted 
with thefe fubjeCts, and with the vifions of futurity.” 
P. 18, 19. vol. ii. 

It is a curious, although not an agreeable employment, 
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to follow Mr. E. in his application of Certain prophecies 
in St. LukO reipe&ing the church. He remarks, that in 
the fifth chapter, verfe 35. the humiliated, fuffering, and 
afflicted ftate of the Chriftian church is delineated bf 
the fading of our Saviour’s difciples after the brides 
groom Was taken away; but that the orthodox church 
eftablifhed by Conftantine “ hath experienced none of ^ 
“ thefe prophetic marks of the true difciples of Chriftj 
“ that {he hath wantoned in the enjoyment of temporal 
“ honours, opulence, and powerand “ that fhe hath 
u been the chief means of accomplifhing thefe prophe- 
“eies upon the confcientious difciples of Jejus and hi* 
u Apoftles by the confifcation of their property, the im- 
" prifonment and punifhment of their bodies, the depri* 

“ vation, in numberlefs cafes, of their lives, and, in all* 
“of their natural rights as men, and denizens of their 
u native countriesand that " the predicted period of 
“her prefumptuous triumph, and of their own ftate of 
“ degradation and oppreffion, haftens faft to its conclu- 
" lion.” My reader will be fatisfied with one additional 
fpecimen of the interpretation of prophecy. The pro^ 
grefs of the Gofpel is compared in the thirteenth chapter 
of Luke to a fmall feed gradually becoming a large tree, 
Ind to a fmall portion of leaven pervading the kneaded 
mafs. Hence Mr. E. reafons, that as the tree cannot 
decreafe in magnitude, nor the mafs become unleavened, 
fo the Gofpel, when once eftabliftied, cannot be fop- 
planted. “ On the credit of thefe prophetic fimilitudes,’* 
he fays, “ we inay pronounce with certainty, that this; 

“ religion, which fpread fo rapidly in the third and 
“ fourth centuries, was not the religion of the Gofpel 
“ of Chrift, becaufe it was fuperfeded by the Mahom- 
“ medan fuperftition.” We are alfo informed, that there? 
is fufficient “ reafon for God’s fo confpicuoufly declaring 
“ his preference of the Mahommedan to the, orthodox 
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€t fuperftition.” The caufes of this preference’ areftatedl 
to be, the prevention of idolatry by inculcating the 
unity of the Deity, and the improvement of morality 
by prohibiting in the Koran the ufe of ftrOng drink; 
" whereas in Chriftendom the conftant copious ufe, and 
“ very frequent, intemperate, and exceffiVe abufe of 
t€ fermented liquors,” now mark the new confelufion, 
“ has effe&s fatally pernicious to the bodily health 
and morals of its inhabitants.” This effe& is as 
ftrongly admonitory of the impropriety of this indul¬ 
gence, as any precept in the Koran. But what is the 
teafon, why the fuperftitious drunken believer of th6 
church of Conftantine drinks on without any attention 
to thefe effe&s on his health and morals ? It is, gentle 
reader, becaufe he believes in the do&rine of the Atone¬ 
ment ; and obferve, whether we do not corre&ly draw ouf 
conclufion from this extraft. “ It is true, the orthodot 
<f church preaches the pure ethics of the Gofpel, and 
“ the virtue of temperance amongjl the reft: hut Jhe has, 
“ at the fame time , ingenioufty and impioufly obntrived to 
“ render her own, and, what is ftill worfe, all the preach- 
“ ing of the Gofpel of none effeft, by her do&rine of the 
“ death of Jefus, confidered as a propitiatory facrifice of 
“ infinite efficacy, and an univerfal atonement for fin b .” 
I da not think it neceffary to examine all the reafon- 
ing on prophecy, but fhall content myfelf with making 
a few remarks on Mr. E/s objection to the fign of the 
Prophet Jonas, and to the firft two chapters of the book 
infcribed with his name. “ Whofoever,” he fays, “ com- 
pares the geographical fituation of Nineveh with re- 
“ fpe& to the Mediterranean fea, will be convinced, that 
“ nothing tranfa&ed upon that fea could fall under the 
“ notice of the inhabitants of Nineveh, nor, confequentljV 

* Diftbnance, p. lOSfc- 
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F be any fign to them at all:” That the inhabitants of 
Nineveh could not fee from their city to the Mediterra- 
rean, does not require abundance of geographical proof. 
The miracle was of a perfonal nature, and intended as a 
judicial punifhment of the Prophet’s difobedience. He 
was commanded to repair to Ninevel^ and he defigned 
to avoid the million by embarking at Joppa in a vefiel 
bound to Tarlhilh. In their courfe to this place, but at 
what diftance from Joppa the hiftory does not inform us, 
the tempeft arofe, which was appeafed by the fuppofed 
death, of the Prophet. If by any accident the Ninevites 
could have queftioned the idolatrous mariners refpe&ing 
the ftory of Jonas, they could only have related, “ that 
" they took on board at Joppa a ftranger; that a (form 
“ arofe, which, after their cuftom, they proceeded to ap- 
“ peafe by a trial of lots, which among their number 
“ Ihould be call into the water; that the lot fell upon 
t€ this ftranger, who, as he told them, was a Hebrew; 
u that he acknowledged how juftly it was thus deter- 
“ mined that he Ihould die, but that they afterwards con- 
* c tinued to attempt to reach the land by rowing, but to 
u no purpofe ; that they at length call the Hebrew into 
u the fea, and faw him no more.” Can we imagine that 
the Ninevites were lefs curious than the mariners, who 
enquired of Jonas, u What is thine occupation, and 
“ whence comeft thou ? What is thy country, and of 
“ what people art thou ?” Would Jonas have waited for 
fuch an enquiry ? Would he have been received with¬ 
out any other credentials of his authoritative warning 
than the mere fubje& of his preaching ? Would he for¬ 
bear to tell them the confequence to himfelf of his firft 
refufal to come to their city ? The hiftory is moft beauti¬ 
fully related, and has every character of credibility which 
nature can give to it 5 and her teftimony in this, as in 
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many other inftances, affords a fufficient preponderance 
againft all the reafon contained in the argument of the 
Deift. 

P. T71. note. “ the ftudy of geometry.” I requeft the 
reader to eftimate the candour of the Author of the Free 
Enquiry into the authenticity of the firft and lecond 
Chapter of St. Matthew’s Gofpel, when he affirms, u what 
(t is worthy of remark, they will find, that it was not 
" unufual in thofe days, i. e. in the fecond century, to 
“ call any man a heretic , who excelled in, or Jtudied philo- 
w f°phy, logic, geometry P. 3a. firft edit. 


P. 177. “ Two firft chapters of St. Matthew's Gofpel.” 
Michaelis remarks: u But were the obje&ion unanfwer- 
“ able, it would affe&, not the New Teftament in general, 
“ but merely the two firft chapters of St. Matthew, which 
“ may be feparated from the reft pf the Gofpel; becaufe 
“ it is Jiill a queftion, whether they belong to it or not.” 
P. 50. vol. i. The reafons why fuch a fa& fliould yet 
remain queftionable may be, either that our information 
\ refpe£ting it is very fcanty, or that the whole of it has 
not hitherto been colle&ed, or that it is fo obfcure that 
it will no£ admit an uniformity of conclufion. The fa£U 
are few and Ample, and relate, as we may divide them, 
to the genealogy, or either to the two firft chapters of St. 
Matthew. We have the t^ftimony of Epiphanius, that 
the Hebrew Gofpel of St. Matthew contained the ge¬ 
nealogy, and it is at prefent found in all the Greek MSS. 
with the exception of one, which is imperfeft. We have 
the teftimony of Epiphanius likewife, that the Hebrew 
ftemmata according to Matthew were either the genea¬ 
logy detached, or a name for the whole Gofpel, but more 
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probably the former. To trace the formation of argu¬ 
ments is fometimes to refute them; and I fhall try this* 
experiment upon fome of thofe'in the Free Enquiry, as 
I am not acquainted with any reply to that book. “ It 
“ was neceffary,” fays the Author, “ to give fome ac¬ 
count of the particular fentiments held by thefe an- 
“ cient fe&s of Chriftians, becaufe they received a copy 
“of St. Matthew’s Gofpel which had not the genea- 
“ logy* or indeed, by all that appears, either the firft- 
4 or fecond chapters.” p. 33. The Cerinthians re¬ 
ceived that part of the Gofpel of St. Matthew which* 
contained the genealogy, and they received it for that 
very reafon, as Lardner has proved by comparing the 
words of Epiphanius in this paffage with what he relates 
of Carpocrates. The portion which they reje&ed is not 
fpecified. The Ebionites “ ufed a gofpel,” it is alledged,* 
“ which began with thefe words : 6 It came to pafs in the 
4 days of Herod, King of Judaea, &c.’ From hence it 
4 appears, that the Gofpel of St. Matthew, which they 
“ received, began at what now is called the third chap- 
“ ter." p. 37. Free Enquiry. “ Epiphanius,” fays Lard¬ 
ner, “informs us that the gofpel of the Ebionites begins 
“thus: ‘It came to pafs, &c.’ And he there fays ex- 
“prefsly, that their gofpel called according to Matthew 
“ is f defective and corrupted.” It is true indeed that 
Epiphanius does fay this : ‘O pa he — m 00$ Tzuvra Aofa, 

% she/jLi'av Sg&oTTjra fyovra, but he fays more. Carpocra- 
tea and Cerinthus, he fays, ufed the fame gofpel as the 
Ebionites, and <c with to {hew from the beginning of the 
“ Gofpel according to St. Matthew , by means of the ge- 
“ neology , that Chrift fprung from the feed of Jofeph* 
“ and Mary; But thefe perfons (the Ebionites) have 
“ other opinions; for, having cut away the defcents in 
“'Matthew, they begin as I have before mentioned ;’ y 
ifflmon 'Ttp vpxty -wHti&ou is the language of the origi- 
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nal. This teftimony refpeCting the practices of the Ebi- 
onites will not juftify any writer in merely declaring 
that their Gofpel began in fuch a manner, becaufe the 
queftion is, in what ftate the fe£t received it from others, 
not what particulars they themfelves erafed or inferted* 
It is ufeful indeed to know the date of thefe alterations, 
but we might on the fame principle take the Gofpel of 
the Evanfonians, confining of one mutilated book, as 
authority for an ancient Gofpel exifting in the 19th cen-* 
tury. The author of the Free Enquiry afferts, that “ wo* 
“ have undoubted evidence that they (the defcents) were 
u wanting in fome very ancient copies of St. Matthew, 
** which were reckoned of confiderable authority. Mr* 
“ Toland in his Nazarenus mentions an Irifli copy of this 
“ Gofpel that he had feen, which had not the genealogy, 
“ for it began at verfe 18.” Upon referring to Toland’* 
Nazarenus, which I had not an opportunity of examining 
till I wrote this note, I obferve, that his language and 
his conclufion are in conformity with thofe of the author 
of the Free Enquiry. “ In an Irifli MS. of the four Gof- 
“ pels, of which I fhall give you an account in my next 
“ letter, the genealogy of Jefus is inferted apart, among 
“ certain preliminary pieces \ and the fifft chapter of 
“ Matthew begins at thefe words, f Now the birth of 
" Jefus was on this wife.” p. 18. In his fecond letter, 
Mr. Toland defcribes this MS. more minutely: “ It is 
<c not only very remarkable and valuable for being a re- 
“ lique of the ancient Irifh church, but moreover for 
“ being one of the correCteft copies I have ever feen, and 
“ finely written in Irifli characters; as alfo for various 
“ readings of fome importance, for fome very Angular 
“ obfervations, and for a Catena Patrum on the Goipel 
of St. Matthew, (interfperft with a few notes in the 
“ Irifli tongue,) that deftroys the credit of certain eoi> 
“ rupt editions of the Fathers, wherein fome of thofe 
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n paffages being manifeftly depraved, it probably follows, 
u that 4 hany more are fo. There is an interlineary glofs 
" of little worth in another hand, and fome odd feparate 
tc pieces, among whom the genealogy of Chrift, which I 
u told yott in my laft letter did not begin the firft chap- 

* ter of Matthew.” p. 2. In a third paffage he Hates 
the circumftances in this manner, after obferving that 
" Tatian left the genealogy out of his gofpel,—fo that 
u the want of this genealogy in the Irifh copy of MaU 
“ thew is not fo ftrange a thing as it may feem at firft 
u fight.” p. 19. In “ a moft venerable exemplar of the 
" four Gofpels of St. Jerom’s verfion with the prefaces 
“ and canons of Eufebius,” u the genealogy of our 
u bleffed Saviour appears to be diftinft and feparated 
“ from St. Matthew*s Gofpel. The following words in 
u two independent lines occurring after the 17th verfe 
44 of that chapter, Genealogia Hucu/que. Incip . Evangl. 
u Seed. Matth.” There is the fame diftin&ion in the 
“ famous copy of the four Gofpels, formerly belonging 
u to King jEthelftan,” and alfo u in the Latin Gofpels 
4f written with red ink, about the beginning of the nth 

* century, and in the Anglo-Normanic character.” The 
Irifh MS. is “ a Latin MS. copy.” Nazaren. p. 1. lett. ii. 
As the author of the Free Enquiry has argued from the 
mode of placing the genealogy in various MSS. I think 
myfelf at liberty to confider likewife the manner of tran- 
feribing it, which may afford as much light at leaft as 
the preceding circumftance refpe&ing its authority; and 
the preface to the fecond edition of the Enquiry will 
furnilh, I prefume, the neceffary information. Among the 
fame Harleian MSS. is found, N°. 1802, “ Genealogia 
“ D. N. I. C. five initium Evangelii fecundum Matthaeurfi 
“ cum notis, fol. 3. b.” € f This,” fays Mr. Wanley, “ is 

written feparately from the reft of the Gofpel, and 
44 amongji other prefaces, as being looked upon as a pre * 
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face . I have feen other antient copies of the Eymgelifhy 
“ written in Ireland , or coming from looks writtenfy Irijh 
“ men , wherein this facred genealogy was not rejeSled, hut 
“ mifplaced. There would neverthelefs appear a great 
“ diftin&ion between it, and what followed. The words 
“ Xpi autem generatio being illuminated again, as if the 
“ Gofpel began there.” Pref. p. 17. The genealogy, it 
feenis, participated equally in the fame honorary embel- 
Jifhments of the artift. Another MS. N°. 2795. of the 
Harleian colle&ion contains tlie four Gofpels. “ In this 
“ MS. the genealogy is in gold capitals ? till generatio 
fic erat, which words are alfo in gold capitals the reft 
is written in red letters.” This MS. is fuppofed to be 
of the nth century. Is there any indication here that 
,the tranfcriber, or his employers, wiflied “/to get rid*.* 
.of the genealogy ? “ Among the Cottonian MSS. in the 
“ Britifh Mufeum there is a quarto volume marked Tib. 
“ A. 11. finely illuminated at the beginning of St. .Mat? 
“ thew's genealogy , written in gold letters on a blue ground 
“ till omnes ergo generationes\ab Abraham , and afterwards 
* c it is written in plain letters of that age, that is, towards 
“ the beginning of the tenth century.” Pref. p. 20. “ In 

“ that ancient MS. (the Dublin MS.) part of the genea - 
logy is wanting ; but it is evidently owing to the tearing 
“ or wearing of the vellum, becaufe the laft part of it .is 
“ ftill legible. I think it begins about the 13th verfe, 
“ but there are marks of the vellum being tom off.” 
Pref. p. 21, The Author here obferves, “ that no infor- 
t(€ mation concerning our enquiry can be derived from 
this manufcript.” I am not of this opinion. The in¬ 
formation is of this extent. Part of the genealogy ftill 
remains legible; and if all the vellum had been preferred, 
we fhould have had all the genealogy. But if the com- 
^mencement were never written, I do not know how to 
account for the obje&ion to its appearance ceafing at the 
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i^th verfe. The Inference of the Enquirer is moft bold* 
“ The account of MSS. above given is intended only t 6 
“ (hew, that the genealogy of St. Matthew feems to have 
“ been of dubious authority for many centuries. In- 
u deed it feems to have been fufpefted in very early ages.” 
Pref. pag. xxii. What external proof of fufpicion exifts? 
“The Harleian MS. No. 1803. feems plainly to (hew* 
“ that St. Matthew’s genealogy was not held in much 
“ eftimation in 1139, for it is feparated from the reft of 
“ the Gofpel by prologues, notes, and old poems.” It 
may indeed be feparated, but it ftill has reference to the 
place which it occupied, and had engaged the attention 
of fome perfon fo much as to induce him to comment 
upon it. “ Genealogia D. N. I, C.Jive initium Evangelii 
“ fecundum Matthaeum cum not is /• Or is it pretended, 
that the object of thefe notes is to caution the reader 
againft its reception, by demonftrating its want of authen** 
ticity ? 

With refpeft to the two firft chapters of St. Matthew, 
Dr. Mar(h obferves, “ Epiphanius exprefsly fays (Adv. 
“ Haeref. xxx. 13.) that the Hebrew Gofpel ufed by the 
“ Ebionites began with the words, 'EyeWo cv retlg Yip.spuig 
“ 'H paotis t 5 f}ct<nkipi)g. Their Gofpel therefore contained no 
“partof Matth. i. ii.” Vol.iii. part. ii. p. 136. Epiphanius 
accufes them of having cut away the genealogies. But 
this is not evidence againft, but in favour of, the exiftence 
of this introdu&ory portion of St. Matthew’s Qofpel in 
the Hebrew. It is clear that the Gofpel was not deli¬ 
vered into their hands with this deficiency, and therefore 
their pra&ice affords a period to afcertain the ufual ftate 
in which this book had been tranfmitted. Dr. Marih’s 
ftatement is, to fay the leaft of it, incautious. Cerinthus 
retained the genealogy; whence appears the difference 
between the original of the Cerinthians, and arbitrary 
mutilation by the Ebionites. 

a a 4 
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« Pag. x8x. “ Tatian’s Diateffaron.” Dr. Williams, hi 
his Free Enquiry, is not at a lofs to convert either the 
fury or the forbearance of the orthodox Chriflians to his 
own advantage. Theodoret fays of the two hundred co¬ 
pies of Tatian’s Diateffaron, “ all which 1 took away , and 
“ laid afide , in a parcel” On which words there is this 
note; “ Others, mod probably, did the fame, which will 
“ very naturally account for Tatian’s genuine works being 
“ foon loft.” But who are thefe others ? and what influ¬ 
enced them ? The reader however will fee, that if a book 
were burnt, it was not orthodox 5 and if it were merely 
neglefted, it contained nothing fo contrary to general 
opinion as to be efteemed dangerous. “ But if this Har-> 
“ mony was a dangerous work, one might rather expe6k 
“ that the whole two hundred would have been com- 
“ mitted to the flames.” Thus is the Father's moderation 
changed into a teftimony in favour of the book, although 
he fays, that the perfons who ufed it did not perceive 
“the fraud of the compofition.” Dr. W. is offended 
that the Father fhould have only configned to fome obli¬ 
vious recefs what he condemned as a fraud, and therefore 
the fentence of the Father refpe&ing the contents of this 
“ parcel” is thought to be at variance with the execution 
of it. 

Page 184. “ wifhed to get rid of it.” “ Confequently/* 
adds Dr* Marfh, “ it is highly uncritical to take their 
“manufcripts even into confideration.” But can it be 
fhewn, that the writers of thefe u few Latin MSS.” were’ 
embarraffed in reconciling the two genealogies, and that 
the writers of the Greek MSS. were able to reconcile them, 
and therefore inferted that of St. Matthew as the com¬ 
mencement of his Gofpel ? The reafon here affigned for the 
difference between fome of the Latin MSS. and thofe of 
the Greek tranfcribers, would have produced an explana- 
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tion. The difficulty in queftion was not fo recent as thefe 
Latin MSS, > 

P. 186. “ Hebrew ftemmata.” I was firft ftruck with 
Jones’s tranflation of the word <purov, and turned to the 
paflage in Epiphanius, but did not confult the annotators, 
as the paflage did not feem to be obfcure. I have fince 
feen Toland’s Nazarenus, in which he remarks, “ Nay, 
“ he (Epiphanius) farther acquaints us, how in the fourth 
“ century, while Conftantine the Great reigned, this ge- 
“ nealogy, with other curious pieces in Hebrew, was 
" found by a certain Jofeph in a cell of the treafury at 
“ Tiberias, which he honeftly broke open to fteal fome 
“ money; and that this odd accident was the chief reafon 
“of his becoming a Chriftian. But whether the word 
" there fignifies the Genealogy by itfelf according to Pe- 
“ tavius, or the whole Gofpel of Matthew according to 
“ Fabricius, it is certain that Tatian left the Genealogy 
“ out of his Gofpel.” I did not copy my own opinion 
from Petavius or Fabricius, for I had not feen their notes. 
The expreflions of Theodoret, that the Chriftians ufed the 
Diateflaron of Tatian Amply as a compendious work, 
make it probable, that thefe Chriftians knew that there 
exifted other more minute Gofpel hiftories, of which either 
they had then no copies, or very few in comparifon of 
thofe of Tatian’s work. We are to conlider, that two 
hundred MSS., even when MSS. were fo commonly dif- 
perfed, would conftitute a large proportion, if not the 
whole of the means of their religious inftru&ion. The con¬ 
duct of the Father was highly commendable. The entire 
Gofpels were properly placed in the hands of Chriftians, 
that they might know and examine to what parts the op- 
pofition of adverfaries was dire<fted, and that their faith 
might be expofed to all the trials of the times. 

R 187. “This gofpel.” Toland is of opinion, but I 
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•am not difpofed to agree with him, that Epiphanius h^ 
confounded the Gofpel according to the Hebrews with 
that of St. Matthew. “ But yet/* fays he, p. 19. Naza- 
renus, “ Epiphanius, who confounds every thing, (as par- 
“ ticularly this Gofpel of the Hebrews with that of Mat- 
“ thew,) tells us, &c.” Epiphanius fpeaks of this Gofpel 
of Matthew ufed by the Ebionites as alfo denominated 
“ according to the Hebrews, the Hebrew Gofpel,” Adv. 
Haeref. t. i. p. 127. et 137. I have faid, that it had 
one name from the “ Jewifh party who received it.” I 
might have faid, from the perfons to whom it was par¬ 
ticularly addrefied. 

, P. 188. “ evidence of the ancient Father.” Epipha¬ 
nius has been feverely cenfured by Dr. Horfley; but if 
his authority be really impugned by the arguments of 
that learned Prelate, it is ufelefs to produce it in any cafe 
whatever. “ Epiphanius,” fays Dr. Horfley, " exprefles 
f< a doubt of their heterodoxy (the Nazarenes) upon the 
w article of our Lord’s divinity, in fuch terms as ought to 
“ leave no doubt upon the mind of his reader of their or- 
“ thodoxy in that particular.” p. 145. I do not difcem 
the caufe of this animadverfion. Dr. H. allows that the 
words of Epiphanius are, “ I am not informed to lay, 
“ whether they too, carried away with the impiety of the 
“ afore-mentioned Cerinthus and Merinthus, think him 
cc a mere man.” Nor was he acquainted with the ftate 
of the Gofpel which they ufed. The Father, however, al¬ 
ludes to thefe Nazarenes in another paflage, and perhaps 
Dr. H.’s aflertion may appear to be ra(h. Epiphanius is 
fpeaking of the caufes which induced St. John to write 
his Gofpel. A*o xa) 0 ’lcoavvi^ e\§a>v 6 fjt,axapio$ 9 xal evpow 
av§pcMT8$ YjC^oXYifjLeveg nsp) ty}V xoltcjo Xpi f 5 *ap8<rlav, xa) rwr 
jxgy ’EGianodoov ’urhavrfisrroov ha r^v ivragxov XpifS ytytaXtryia* 
ivQ ’A Sgaap xa.Tayop.ivYp xa) A 8xa avayofMinp a%pi ri 


Digitized by kjOOQle 



APPENDIX. 


3 % 

* hfirt 8i KyjpIvSiaVKj xa) MjjpivJiavaj, ex x&parpiGijs airovAs-' 
yarras sva» 4<iXoy avSpcoitov, xa) r«f NAZX 2 PAIOT 2 xal aAAaf 
mKXag alpiar&s, x. r. A. p. 746. Adv. Haeref. I have not con-' 
founded the Nafareans with the Nazoreans, who. Dr. H. 
lays, were the Chriftian Nazarenes, N xfapaloi. p. 13a. It 
is not to my purpofe to purfue this argument. I have 
proved all I wifhed to prove, that Dr. H. might have 
here ufed with propriety lefs violent terms in fpeaking of 
the father, and perhaps too of Dr. Prieftley, on the fub- 
je& of the opinions of the Nazarenes. I do not appre¬ 
hend, though I fpeak with diffidence, that Epiphanius in¬ 
tended to mention any others befides thofe who profeffed 
heretical tenets. 

P. 207. “St Matthew’s Gofpel.” Mr. Evanfon has al- 
ledged another inftance of ignorance of the geography of 
Paleftine in this Gofpel, which I fliall give at full length, 
becaufe the anfwer to it is very fhort and decifive. “ In 
“ the account he has thought fit to give us of the caufe 
“ of his dwelling at Nazareth in Galilee, he has betrayed 
“ an ignorance of the geography of Paleftine, which can- 
“ not be attributed to Matthew, nor to any other native 
“ of that country. He tells us, that Jofeph, on his return 
“ out of jEgypt, after the death of Herod, finding that 
“ his fon reigned in his ftead, was afraid to go into Judea, 
“ and therefore, by divine admonition, ‘ turned afide into 
“ the parts of Galilee.’ Here the reader is requefted to 
“ remark, firft, that Galilee having been as much under 
“ Herod’s jurifdi&ion as Judea, and his kingdom having 
“ been divided amongft his Tons after his death, it was a 
“ fon of Herod who reigned in his ftead in Galilee, as 
“ well as in Judea.; confequently the child Jefus could 
“ be no fecurer in one province, than in the other. He is 
“next defired to call his eyes upon the map of Paleftine, 
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“ and obferve, how impojfihle it was for Jofeph to haver 

u gone from ALgypt to Nazareth without travelling 

“ through the whole extent of Archelau&'s kingdom, uii- 

“ lefs he undertook a long peregrination through the de- 

“ ferts, on the north and eaft of the lake Afphaltites, and 

“ the country of Moab, and then either croffed the Jor- 

“ dan into Samaria, or the lake of Gennefareth into Ga- 

** lilee, and from thence went to the city Nazareth; and 

^ if it were at all credible that the latter were the cafe, 

with what propriety could fiich a tedid^s journey have 

“ been denominated, ( turning ctfi.de into the parts of Qa - 

* lilee ” Diff. p. 160. To the firft remark it may be fuffi- 

cient to reply, that however unwilling Jofeph might be 

to return to Judea, yet he was commanded in a dream to 

go within the limits of the jurifdi&ion of a new governor, 

although he were a fon of Herod, The word “ turned 

u afide” is a mere inaccuracy of our verfion, and Mr, E. 

has not argued from the original word dnyipr^. In 

examining Schleufner, I found a reference to Herodian; 

and the paffage is fo much to the purpofe, that I lhall 

produce it. r Haotv Sb rm$, ol StaSpetrre$ npog to votpov avctxe - 

Xcogr)Ke<rav Siet rij$ irocgowriag rotirts flour ihsoog. Lib. i. C. 3. 

§. 13. I add apart of Irmifch’s note; M Conf. Thuc. Ind. 

“ negligente P. hie, ubi, ut et 7, 2, 6, et 10. de iifdem 

“ Germanis fignificat, receflifle in terras fuas interiores, et 

“ maxime in filvas, turn ibi commodius pugnaturos, turn 

falutis caufa, ut tutius laterent; ut dva^. dicitur proprie 

lc de iis, qui fecedunt fecuritatis et incolumitatis ergo. 

“ Conf. Loefner.” The term will denote the mode of 
« , 
palling unobferved from ^Egypt to Galilee through Judea, 

which cannot be better deferibed than in the language of 

holy writ. Judges v. 6 . “ In the days of Shamgar the 

fon of Anath, in the days of Jael, the highways were 

" unoccupied , and the travellers walked through by'-ways” 


Digitized by kjOOQle 



APPENDIX. 


3& 

When Jofeph had arrived at Nazareth, the contempt in 
which that place was proverbially held might be the 
fecurity of the infant Jefus. 

Mr. E. is fond of this fpecies of obje&ion, for he ad¬ 
duces another. M In verfes 13, 14, 13, we have another 
“ remarkable inftance,” he fays, “ of the author’s very 
“ imperfect knowledge of the geography of Paleftine, 

“ which cannot be fuppofed of any native of the coun- 
" try; as well as another direft contradi&ion to the 
" much more probable account given us by Luke. A& 
" if he imagined the city of Nazareth was not as pro- 
“ perly in Galilee as Capernaum was,” (which indeed 
feems implied alfo in the fecond chapter, where he tells 
us, Jofeph went afide, not into Galilee, but into the parts 
or coafts of Galilee) “ he informs us, that, after John’s 
“ imprifonment, our Saviour departed into Galilee, and, 
" leaving Nazareth, came and dwelt at Capernaum in or- 
“ der to fulfil a faying of Ifaiah’s refpe&ing the country 
" beyond Jordan in Galilee of the Gentiles. Now to 
u Ifaiah, or any inhabitant of Judea, the country beyond 
" muft be the country eaft of the Jordan, as Gaulonitis, or 
“ Galilee of the Gentiles, is well known to have been; 
“ whereas Capernaum was a city on the weftern fide of. 
“ the lake of Gennefareth, through which the Jordan 
“ flows.” DiflT. p. 164. It is here aflumed as “ well 

known,” that Gaulonitis was on the eaftem fide of the 
Jordan, and it may be admitted ; but it was not fynony- 
mous with u Galilee of the Grentiles,” for no part of Ga¬ 
lilee was on the eaftem fide of the Jordan. Neither do 
we know whether Ilaiah denominated Galilee of the 
Gentiles with refpe& to his own fituation in Judea. All 
the principal part of Canaan was called the country be-» 
yond Jordan, before it was occupied by the Ifraelites* 
It might have the appellation relatively to thofe nations 
who had hitherto fat in darknefe and in the lhadow of 
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dteath. But how (hall we be able to difpofe of the tribes of 
Zebulon and Naphthali,the limits of whofe territories never 
extended to the eaft of Jordan. To this place maybe re¬ 
ferred an obje&ion of Mr. E’s to the authenticity of the 
Epiftle to the Romans, fince an anfwer to this obje&ion is f 
fiirniflied by an appeal to a geographical writer. " I cannot 
a forbear remarking farther the inconfiftency of this wri- 
“ ter,” fays Mr. E. p. 310. DiflT. (which indeed mutl gene¬ 
rally be difcernible in all felfifiers,) “ in making Paul per¬ 
sonally acquainted with fo long a lift of members of the 
“ church at Rome, where he had never been; amongft 
a whom we find Aquila and Prifcilla, and even his own mo- 
“ ther, to whom he fends falutation in the laft chapter, 
“ v. 13. Of the two firft Luke tells us, that, about, or rather 
“ before, the pretended date of this epiftle, they had left 
“ Rome, being Jews, in obedience to an edi6t of Clau- 
“ dius. And if there is any reafon to believe that Paul’s 
“ mother was then living, is it credible that an old wo- 
“ man of Tarfus in Cilicia, whofe fon was fo wonderfully 
“ appointed to preach the Gofpel, and who was occupied' 
Sn that commiffion in Afia and Greece, fhould leave her 
“ native country, and fuch a fon, and ramble after other 
“ preachers of the Gofpel, at fo advanced an age, to the far 
“ diftant metropolis of Italy ?” We may invalidate fome 
of this conjefture by ancient fa&s. Rome was the great re¬ 
fort of the natives of Tarfus and Alexandria; for Strabo in¬ 
forms us, MoAifa S’ vj 'PaSjxij SvvccToci didarxeiv to nXrfiog tcov ex' 
r yrde rito\eoog (piAoAo'/wy* Totp<recov ydg xct ) 9 A\e%avtyeoov eg) fisgf). 
Lib. xiv. p. 675, or 963. But it was not Rome only which 
they vifited. They had a turn for general rambling to 
places where they could improve themfelves, and they 
were all ^iAo'Aoyoi. OuS* *vro 1, fays Strabo, /xiv8<nv cxutoSi, 
u\>Ji x, rsAfiiSvTa* ex$Y)fif,<ravreg, x, reteico&evreg jjsvireiWiv ffiecog,. 
^aripx ovrai 8* oAiyoi. Lib. xiv. p. 674, or 961. Hence it 
is not improbable that Prifcilla and Aquila might haw 
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been known to St. Paul before they were at Rome; and 
the afle&ionate term of mother, which he applies to fome* 
matron at Rome, confirms the fuppofition, that Ihe might 
be a native of Tarfus, and had been not merely ufeful, but 
had fhewn a tender regard for him in fome of his* fuf- 
ferings, or during his abode at Tarfus. Nothing contra¬ 
dicts the fuppofition, that many of the perfons at Rome 
may have been perfonally acquainted with him beforo 
their refidence there; and many arguments make it pro- - 
bable, that there were many natives of Tarfus at Rome, 
who, whether known or unknown to him, would befriend 
him, as a fellow citizen, in his appeal to Csefar. It is not* 
unpleafant to be able to reprefs the licentioufnefs.of in-j 
iidel conjecture. 

P. 209. It is neceflary to explain the caufes of the de-i 
feCts of this difcourfe, which however originate in the. 
want of materials. The want of dire# information, and 
the fmall proportion even of that which is collateral, muft 
be my defence againft any imputation of incoherence and 
defultory obfervation. Mr. E. is recurring unceafingly 
to his abufe of the Church as eftablifhed by Conftantine. 
It may be fufficient to extra# the following paflages 
from Moftieim’s work, De Reb. Chrift. ante Conft. Magn. 
“ Q,ui Conftantini religionem oppugnant oftendere volunt 
" dominaftdi cupiditatem tantum apud animum ejus po-i 
“ tuifle, ut fe Chriftianum fimularet, aut viam eum fibi ad 
“ fupremum imperium per fi#am religionis Chriftianae 
iC profeflionem munire voluifle. Ego quidem, ut de me 
w aliquid praedicem, Hiftoriam illorum temporum, qua 
“ fieri potuit diligentia infpexi ac confideravi, neque ta- 
u men perfpicere potui Chriftianam religionem defide- 
“ num ejus fine focio regnandi, quo eum flagraffe infitiari 
a nolo, vel juvifie, vel juvare ac promovere potuiffe. Fe- 
ff limiter Ule ac cum gloria reguaverat nondurn Chriftianus, 
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“ et ntilli religion! addi&us; et eadem felicitate ad fupre- 
“ mum imperium pervenire, atque magnas re8 gerere po- 
“ tuiflet, fi vel in magorum religione perfeveraflet, atque 
“ Diis fervire perrexiffet.” p. 969,970. “ Conftantinum poll 
“ vi&oriam de Maxentio non Chriftianam religionem fu- 
pra reliquas omnes evexifle, atque unice veram judi- 
a cafle, veram Chriftianis tantum poteftatem conceffiffe, 
“ religionem fuam profitendi, pacem veto facultatem om - 
€C nilus, nulla prorfus except a, feStis et religionibus tri - 
“ buijfe ; neque etiam idem perpendit multitudini ac nu- 
€€ mero Deoram cultores illo tempore Chriftianis longe 
a fuperiores fuifie, licet ubique Chriftiani verfarentur/* 
p. 670. 

P. 265. note. A doubt was fuggefted to me by a 
learned friend, the accuracy and extent of whofe know¬ 
ledge on any point of ancient erudition I do not intend 
to queftion, whether Greeds literis denoted more than 
the Greek characters. Davies, the editor of Cicero’s phi- 
lofophical works, contends, that this is the meaning of 
the words. Caefar fays, “ In caftris Helvetiorum tabulae 
“ repertae funt litteris Graecis confe&ae, et ad Caefarem per- 
“ latae $ quibus in tabulis nominatim ratio confefta erat, 
“ qui numerus domo exiflet eorum, qui arm a ferre poflent j 
“ et item feparatim pueri, fenes, mulierefque.” Caef. de 
Bello Gallico, lib. i. In the paflage relating to the Druids 
the fame words are ufed 5 which, it is aflerted, fignify the 
ufe of the Greek letters only, and not of the Greek lan¬ 
guage. “ Neque fas effe exiftimant ea literis mandare, 
“ quum in reliquis fere rebus, publicis privatifque rationi- 
bus Graecis literis utuntur.” In confirmation of this opi¬ 
nion, (having previoufly admitted that the word Greeds 
is to be found in all the MSS.) Pliny’s teftimony is pro¬ 
duced : “ Gentium confenfus tacitus primus omnium con- 
“ fpirarit, ut Ionum literis uterentur.” Nat. Hill. lib. vii# 
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c. 57. This relates to the ancient form only of their let¬ 
ters. We (hall examine how this fenfe of mere charac¬ 
ters will agree with the tenor of Caefar’s letter to Q. Ci¬ 
cero. “ Turn cuidam ex equitibus Gallis magnis praemiis 
u perfuadet, uti ad Ciceronem epiftolam deferat. Hanc 
w Graecis confcriptam literis mittit, ne, intercepta epiftola, 
u noflra ab hoftibus confilia cognofcantur.” Now if the pre¬ 
ceding paflage of Pliny is well applied, it may be (hewn 
that the objeCt of concealment would not have been at¬ 
tained by the ufe of the Latin language and Greek cha¬ 
racters ; “ Veteres Graecas fuifle eafdem pene quae nunc funt 
“ Latinae, indicio erit Delphica tabula antiqui aeris.” This 
is a continuation of the fame fubjeft; and although the 
extraCt is diftinguilhed as another, but (till a fubfequent 
chapter or fe&ion, yet it is evidently feparated only ac¬ 
cidentally from the preceding. 2. Caefar represents the 
Druids as familiarly acquainted with the Greek lan¬ 
guage; and yet Davies obferves, that Divitiacus, one of 
the Druids, addrefled Caefar in an interview through an 
interpreter, which was unneceflary, if he himfelf had un- 
derftood Greek. Perhaps this may be explained. Cae¬ 
far had remonftrated with the ^Edui before a convention 
of their chiefs, that he could not obtain fupplies for his 
army. Lifcus, who prefided over the political magif- 
. tracy, intimated, that this difficulty arofe from Dumno- 
rix, the brother of Divitiacus; “ Caefar hac oratione Lifci 
w Dumnorigem Divitiaci fratrem defignari fentiebat; fed, 
“ quod pluribus prcefentibus eas resjaSiari nolebat , celeriter 
“ concilium dimittit; Lifcum retinet. Quaerit ex folo ea, 
“ quae in conventu dixerat. Dicit liberius atque audacius. 
“ Eadem fecreto ab aliis reperit efle vera.” He afterwards 
wiffied to obtain farther information from Divitiacus him¬ 
felf : “ Itaque, prius quam quidquam conaretur, Divitiacum 
u ad fe vocarijubet,et, quotidianis interpretilus remotis , per 
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u C. Valerium Procillum, principem Gallia provincial, fk- 
“ miliarem liium, cui funimam rerum omnium fidem habe- 
tc bat, cum eo col loquitur; fimul commonefacit, quae, ipfo 
“ praefente, de Dumnorige fint diXa, et oftendit, quae fepa- 
“ ratim quifque de eo apud fe dixerit.” It is evident that 
Caefar commenced the conference, and feleXed the lan¬ 
guage in which it (hould be conduced; and we are not 
to be furprifed that he (hould prefer the native language 
of a perfon who was to be examined refpeXing affairs 
in which he might be induced to mifreprefent his own 
conduX, and that of his brother. Strabo defcribes the 
Gauls as pug. We might therefore argue, that, if 

the account of Strabo be correct, Caefar (hould not have 
bad either his ordinary or extraordinary interpreters of 
the Celtic, lince it may be prefumed that the Greek 
language prevailed extenfively at lead among thofe with 
whom Caefar might be obliged to communicate. There 
were occafions, when it was more proper to ufe one 
language than the other ; although either could have 
been employed, and certainly the native language would 
be preferred, where we can fuppofe it to have been a 
matter either of political ceremony, or of political pre¬ 
caution. It muft be remarked, that the inftance of the 
Helvetii might have been erafed without any injury to 
the argument of the difcourfe; but every example was 
impugned where the words literce Grcecce were ufed 
to defcribe the faX. The philological part of the quef- 
tion without doubt favours my deduXions, and the fame 
phrafeology is found in the Greek language. The con¬ 
nexion of Gaul with Afia Minor by a migration and fet- 
tlement of a colony is well known. 

P, $71. “ vernacular tongue." Francifc. Burmann. Ex* 
ercit. Academ. b. ii, difp. 4. Injmq ipfos Judaeos pro 
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vemacula linguam Graecam apud fe, fere in ipfa etiam 
Judaea, agnovifle adduftis e Judaeorum magiftris tefti- 
moniis confirinat Rumpaeus. 

I much wifhed to have confidered the origin and ap¬ 
plication of the apocryphal gofpels, and the hiftory of 
the latter Platonifts : but thefe topics muft be referved 
for another opportunity, if another fliould ever occur. 


ibs 
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PAGE 89. €€ Adapting the Gofpel of St. Luke/ 1 Mr. 
Evanfon, Diflon. p. 140, 141. has taken a mod unwar¬ 
rantable liberty with a paffage of Chillingworth, in order 
to vindicate his own aflumption of one Gofpel, as fuffi- 
cient for the ufe of Chriftians. The conclufion of the 
quotation from Chillingworth is this ; “ When you have 
u well confidered thefe propofals, I believe you will be 
“ very apt to think (if St. Luke be of credit with you) 
“ that all things neceflary to falvation are certainly con- 
“ tained in his writings alone.” Then comes Mr. Evan- 
fon, and cuts off what he does not like, for fuch reafons 
as leave no authority for the remainder, which he ex¬ 
empts from proscription, and tells us, that St. Luke’s 
'Gofpel is fufficient for Chriftians; as if Mr. E’s Gofpel of 
St. Luke and Mr, C’s were the fame books. 

P. 95. “ The martyr Juftin.” Le Clerc has cenfured 
Juftin Martyr for afferting, that at Rome capital punifb- 
ment was ordered to be inflicted upon thofe who read 
the books of the Prophets, Hydafpes, and the Sibylls. 
But it is not improbable that this might have been the 
cafe, although no other writer has recorded the fa 6 k. 
We have no complete colle&ion of the edifts of the Pne- 
tors. Belides, the Prophets, Hydafpes, and the Sibyl], 
would all fall under the clafs of libvi vaticini . Livy 
recorded: “ Quoties hoc patrum avorumque fttate ne- 
" gotium eft magiftratibus datum, ut facra externa fieri 
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u vetarent ?—vaticinos lilros conquirerent comlurerenU 
“que?" We may furely believe that they would pro¬ 
hibit the reading of fuch books, fince in the perfecution 
of Dioclefian they burnt the books of the Chriftians, or 
in their place, or together with them, the refra&ory pof- 
feflors themfelves; and, as Bifliop Watfon has well re¬ 
marked, “ the very expedient of forcing the Chriflians 
u to deliver up their religious books, which was prac- 
n tifed in this perfecution, and which Moftieim attributes 
“ to the advice of Hierocles, and you (Mr. Gibbon) to 
* that of the philofophers of thofe times, feems clear to 
“ me, from the places in Livy before quoted, to have 
u been nothing but an old piece of ftate policy, to which 
u the Homans had recourfe as often as they apprehended 
“ their eftabliflied religion to be in any danger.” Apo¬ 
logy for Chriftianity, p. 168, 169. ed. ia mo . The quef- 
tion, whether thefe books were alike genuine, or alike 
fpurious, was not difcuffed by the Roman politician; but 
he read them, and anticipated the ufe to which they 
might be applied. 

P. 1T4. “ St. Paul.” This Apoftle fays to Timothy, 
“The things that thou haft heard of me among many 
“ witnefles, the fame commit thou to faithful men, who 
“ (hall be able to teach others alfo.” The effect of oral 
teaching was meant to be the fame in both thefe in¬ 
fiances ; and we have the beft defence of the want of a 
declaration, that St. Matthew's Gofpel was written by 
the perfon whofe name it bears, in the example of Galen, 
referred to by Wetftein. The true caufe of the omif- 
fion of the name of the writer was. this 5 it was unne- 
ceflary. Galenus de libris fuis : yoip p,a§rjTal$ IW- 

Sot 0 S 7 nypafrj$ 9 u$ av ouSs zrpo$ ?x8o<nv, aW’ avrol$ exsi- 

voi$ yeyovira , SffijSelo’iv, cSv rjxerav, %x slv &T0jbtvjjj&arot—lyco 
SI tq 1$ [SLO$y}Tcu$ ovSsv Wzypa^a. Wetftein. That 
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which was written had previoufly been fpokfen in both 
cafes before many witneffes. 

P. 120. I (hall here reprint my remarks upon St. 
Luke’s preface to his Gofpel, which were not recom¬ 
mended to Dr. Marfh’s perufal by any patron of mine, 
but which I refolved to republifh in confequence of that 
important recommendation. The cautions to the readers 
of the Introduction of Michaelis were abfolutely ne- 
ceffary. I would afk, whether thofe, who have perufed 
that work, have not fometimes forgotten that the fubjefit 
of it was any thing efteemed facred. I have fuperftition 
enough, if it fhould pleafe any perfon to call the feeling 
by that name, to be offended with, the familiarity and 
confidence of critics, in fpeaking of the books of holy 
writ; and I am difpofed to think that critical habits may 
in many inftances be regarded as the true fource of pre¬ 
judices againft the opinion of infpiration, or fupematural 
aid, being afforded in the compofition of our holy books. 
The licentious employment of probabilities is peculiarly 
unfavourable to the belief, that man has accomplilhed 
with divine affiftance, and according to divine promife, 
that which the critic flatters himfelf he can place by 
the help of his art within the fphere of mere human, 
ability. 

Since the preface of St. Luke is the only evidence of 
the exigence of narratives of the life and a&ions of 
Chrift, prior to his own,, it is the foundation of the 
whole of Dr. Marfh’s hypothetical fyftem of documents, 
and therefore I wifh to fee whether it be “ rock,” or 
« fand.” 

According to Dr. Marfh-s hypothefis, a Hebrew do¬ 
cument exifted, which was the bafis of the feveral Gof- 
pels of St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke; that it 
was copied by the former Evangelift, and tranflated by 
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the two latter. I ihould be induced to infer from this 
character of the document, that its authority was greater 
than that of the writings of the perfon who copied it, 
and of thofe who tranflated it; and therefore ought to 
have been, from fuch |!>retenfion&, acknowledged, by the 
conduct of the Apoftlfe Matthew, the original GofpeL 
It was, however, “ drawn "up from communications made 
“ by the Apoftles,” p. 197 ; “ a fhbrt narrative contain- 
“ ing the principal tranfa&ions of Jefus Chrift from his 
( f baptifm to his death/’ p. 196. 

“ The perfon, or perfons, who drew it up, might en- 
" title it * A narrative of thofe things, which are molt 
‘ furcly believed among us, even as they delivered them 
( unto us, which from the beginning were eye-wit- 
‘ nelfes and miniiiers of the word,’ “ a title, which St. 

Luke himfelf has quoted in the preface to his Gof- 

“ pel,” p- 197- 

This title I (hall confider in another place. 

We muft obferve, that the conje&ure of the title of 
the fuppofed document is returned in the next fentence to 
its owner Lefiing, after Dr. M. has ufed it; and he de¬ 
fires the reader to notice, that the application is the in- 
tereft which he has in it; and that neither Lefiing, nor 
Stoix, who approved the conje&ure, thought of this ap¬ 
plication of it—an aflertion, which I fuppafe the reader 
will immediately believe. 

That this conje&ure is not ill founded, Dr. M. main¬ 
tains by thefe arguments. 

1. “ After St. Luke had written,” ‘ Forafmuch as many 
€ have undertaken to fet forth in order,’ a he would have 
" ufed the word narrative,” (declaration in our verfion) 
“ not in the Angular, but in the plural number; if by 
" this word he had meant, as it is commonly fuppofed, 
" to exprefs narratives written by thefe € many.”. The 
queftion in this place does not relate to an idiom, to any 
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peculiar conftru&ion of words, or to any mode of phrftr 
feology of the Greek language ; but to a form of fpeech, 
which rauft be examined by the principles of grammar, 
common to all languages ; and therefore we may be al¬ 
lowed to feek for an analogy in our own. I did not 
defpair of difcovering an example in the firft hiftorical 
work which lay upon my table. The following paflage 
from Hampton's Polybius, p. 3 a, vol. i. 8vo. will {hew 
that St. Luke might have ufed fuch an expreffion, with¬ 
out intending to denote what Dr. M. and the German 
theologians fuppofe, and without occaiioning any ambi¬ 
guity. The word was currently ufed for feventeen cen¬ 
turies, and fuggefted nothing of the kind. It was not 
fufpe&ed that any hidden meaning was involved in fo 
plain a phrafe 5 or that any one could hefitate about the 
number of authors, and the number of their narratives. 
Hampton fays, u There ate many indeed who have 
" written an account of particular wars, and among them 
“ fome, perhaps, have added a few coincident events.” 
I do not imagine that any other perfon would infer from 
St. Luke’s words, that the narrative was the joint com- 
polition of the c many j* nor from thofe of Hampton, 
that the ‘ many,’ who wrote different accounts of par¬ 
ticular wars, neverthelefs compofed one account only 
amongft them. The critic that fhoufd cenfure the tranfla- 
tor's accuracy, and accufe him of confounding the mean- 
ing, would be thought to have very faftidious and finical 
notions of propriety. St. Luke, indeed, has been more 
precife; for he is fpeaking of accounts of the fame 
fa£ts. 

a. u The word ‘ fet forth in order' is not fynonymous 
“ in the original to write a narrative ; for h does not 
" fignify to write a .new narrative, but to arrange a nar- 
ic rative already written." 

Againft Dr. M.'s interpretation are Grotius, Cafiut- 
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bon, R&phelius, Wolfius, Alex. Morns, arid Dr. Town- 
fon, who refers to thefe writers; but let us try Dr. M/s 
fignification. 

‘ Forafmuch as many have undertaken to re-arrange 
■ a narrative of thofe things, which are moft furely be- 

* lieved among us, even as they delivered them unto us, 

* which from the beginning were eye-witnefles and mi- 
c nifters of the word/ We muft obferve, that Dr. M. 
fays, p. 197. that this narrative was " drawn up from 
" communications made by the Apoftles,” and therefore 
that it was not only “ a work of good authority, but a 
“ work which was worthy of furniftiing materials to any 
V one of the Apoftles, who had formed a refolution of 
“ writing a more complete hiftory,” “ a fhort narrative, 
“ containing the principal tranfa&ions of Jefus Chrift, 
“ from his baptifm to his death u not a finifhed hif- 
" tory, but a document containing only materials for 
“ a hiftpry/ 1 

Firft, then, many of the Apoftles contributed to this 
“ fhort narrative •” fecondly, it was the work of many 
perfbns (whether Apoftles or not, or infpired, Dr. M. 
entirely forgot to fuppofe) to “ re-arrange” it. Who 
was fit to undertake to re-arrange the communications 
of the Apoftles ? But we muft proceed yet further. This 
document was very defeftive, it feems. “ In procefs of 
cc time, as new communications from the Apoftles, and 
“ other eye-witnefles, brought to light either additional 

circumftances, relative to tranfaftions already recorded 
“ in the firft Hebrew document, or tranfa&ions which 
c< had been left wholly unnoticedthefe were added in 
the MS. by the pofleflors of the firft Hebrew document, 
“ and thefe additions in fubfequent copies were inferted 
" in the text,” page 200. 

The work, then, to which St. Luke is thought to. 
refer, was firft written by no body knows whom, and 
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yet poffefled fuch a claim to authority, as to induce St« 
Matthew to copy it; but yet written irregularly and 
without any method, fo that it required a new arrange¬ 
ment. It muft appear very Change that the Apoftles 
(hould furnifh their materials by piece-meal, in fuch a 
defultory and capricious manner, at various times, and 
in detached portions. I (hould maintain that a work fo 
framed was not “ worthy of furniihing materials to any 
u one** (much lefs to any) u of the Apoftles.” The nar¬ 
rative was drawn up by an unknown perfon or perfons 
(their names are not mentioned, but Dr. M. fuppofes 
them to be Apoftles 5 yet as we are not informed of their 
names, we cannot judge of the fuppofition) from the com¬ 
munications of the Apoftles, then re-arranged by an¬ 
other fet of unknown perfons. 

The bufinefs which Dr. M. affigns to St. Luke was 
to tranflate this Hebrew document, “ enriched by addi- 
" tions,” “ and to adhere to it throughout in the arrange - 
w ment of the fads, becaufe he was not an Apoftle and 
w eye-witnefs,” p. 205. 

But what does “ write” mean in St. Luke’s Preface > 

I (hould think it meant “ a new narrative.” The 
" many” re-arranged an old narrative. What did St 
Luke do as diftingui(hing his labour from theirs ? He 
“ wrote 5” and fo Ample a word cannot, I maintain, by 
all the fophiftry and utmoft torture of perverfion, be 
brought to fignify all that Dr, M. defcribes, without 
imputing to St. Luke unworthy motives and corrupt 
views. 

I adopt then, with the great authorities before men¬ 
tioned, the plain and obvious meaning “ compofe 5” and 
at any rate it was not a proper term to exprefs his (hare 
in the narrative, (if he did no more than Dr. M .Juppofes,) 
as contrafted with the work of the “ many.” 

3. “ If thefe had been St. Luke’s own words, he muft 
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a have laid ‘ as they delivered them unto them/ “ and 
“ not as they * delivered them unto us / for u although 
“ we may fay of other perfons, that they have under- 
w taken to write a hiftory, as eye-witnefles have related 
“ the fa£U to them, we cannot well fay that they have 
“ undertaken to write a hiftory, as eye-witnefles have re- 
“ Iated the fafts to us,” p. 198. 

Dr. M. is proud of this thought. “ No commentator, 
“ as far as I know, has made this remark, although it 
€f appears to be a very obvious one/’ 

This is not the only inftance, I apprehend, where Dr. 
M. has the imaginary advantage of appearing alone 
amongft the commentators. But to proceed : when 
writers compofe narratives of events contemporary with 
themfelves, is it not ufual for readers to compare the 
written relation with the account of eye-witnefles; and 
what greater commendation can a work of that kind 
receive, than that it is confirmed by fuch teftimony ? 

4. “ If fo many perfons had written narratives of 
“ Chrift’s tranfaftions, and had written only what eye- 
“ witnefles to thefe tranfa&ions had related, there was 
u the lefs neceflity for St. Luke to write a Gofpel; 
“ and Theophilus might have known the certainty of 
<f thefe things, if St. Luke had not written.” 

I cannot accede to this argument: the number of ac¬ 
counts is little to the purpofe. All the perfons, who re¬ 
ceived thefe various narratives, were not acquainted, pro¬ 
bably, with the circumftance, that they agreed with the 
evidence of eye-witnefles. St. Luke could not promife 
greater Certainty upon this ground than the “ many.” 
He could only relate what he knew himfelf; and I am 
difpofed to believe he was an eye-witnefs of all he 
relates. But let us admit, that he only related what 
he received from eye-witnefles. What then diftinguifhed 
his narrative from thofe of the u many ?” I conclude 
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that there was a defeat in the authority of the writers. 
Their ftory turned out to be true upon enquiry, but it 
wanted confirmation. St. Luke’s charader was a fuffi- 
cient fecurity for the reception of his Gofpel: It feemed 
u good to me alfo.” If I might be allowed to indulge 
in a conjecture, I ftiould fay, that he oppofes his own 
well known charader and hiftory to the uncertain quali¬ 
fications of the “ many.” 

I have been lefs ftruck with the verbal harmony of 
the Evangelifts, than with another coincidence—that out 
of the exuberance of matter which the life of Chrift muft 
have fupplied, and where we cannot fuppofe for a mo¬ 
ment that any feledion was made upon the ground of 
one event, or one miracle, or one parable, or one pre¬ 
cept, being more worthy of infertion than another; 
where what was omitted could be omitted for no other 
reafon but that God thought what was recorded was 
fuflicient for his high purpofes; that fo many fads are 
mentioned in common by the Evangelifts, than that fo 
little matter has been added. 

I folemnly proteft againft the application of the critic’s 
laws refpeding biography and hiftory to the life of 
Chrift, as related by the Evangelifts. It is not Amply a 
piece of biography. The life of Chrift was the Gofpel 
itfelf, the glad tidings of falvation 5 and Dr. M. obferves, 
that the “ good tidings,” or Gofpel, was ufed, after the 
firft century, as fynonymous with the “ Life of Chrift,” 
p. 197, note. The life of Chrift was a new religious dif- 
penfation. The death and refurredion of Chrift were 
not only fads, but likewife points of dodrine. Shall I 
prefume thus to decide upon the defeds or excellence of 
compofitions which I never faw, of which nothing re¬ 
mains ; or upon the merits of writings, which were de- 
figned to introduce into the world a new fyftem of re¬ 
ligion ? I dare not. 
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3. “ All the obje&ions are removed by the fuppofition, 

“ that the words from ‘ a declaration to minifters of 
1 die word’ are w nothing more than a Greek tranflation 
“ of a Hebrew title, which had been adopted by the 
“ writer or writers of the Hebrew document.” 

Long titles, if any , are not chara&eriftic of other an¬ 
cient Oriental writings, and therefore I fhould appre¬ 
hend Dr. M. and his German affociates have not imi¬ 
tated in this fuppofition the ancient Hebrew coflume. 

I am not provided with the means of profecuting this 
enquiry, but I believe my affertion is not groundlefs. 

“ In the interval, which elapfed between the compofition 
“ of this document and thatof St. Luke’s Gofpel, many 
“ perfons had attempted to re-arrange and new model 
“ the Hebrew narrative, by making in it additions, tranf- 
€C pofitions, &c. in fliort, re-arranging * the narrative; 

“ and that as not all the additions which had been made 
“ by tliefe many writers were drawn from the beft 
“ fources, St. Luke, who had accurately traced every 
“ tranfa&ion from the beginning, refolved to compofe a 
“ narrative, of which he made (as others had done) the au- 
“ thentic document the bafis, but introduced only fuch ad- 
“ ditions as he knew were confident with the truth ; that 
€ * Theophilus, for whofe immediate ufe he wrote, might 
€€ know the certainty of thofe things in which he had been 
“ inftrufted.” Saint Luke then, it Teems, ufed a docu¬ 
ment, which was fo corrupted, by the time it jcame to 
his hands, that it cotitained falfehoods; for if St. Luke 
introduced only fuch additions as were confident with 
truth, the many muft have inferted what was not con¬ 
fident with truth. Dr. M. indeed foftens the obvious in- 

* Here Dr. M. ufes the Greek word, which he fays fignifies re¬ 
arrange, although he extends the meaning far beyond what the pri¬ 
mitive fenfe re-arrange will juftify. Arrangement relates only to order^ 
but addition relates to defe&s and omiffions. 
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ference, by laying, u they had undelignedly blended ae- 
C€ curate with inaccurate accountsthat is, confounded 
the true and the falfe together, did not know how to dif- 
tinguifh one from the other; and yet they were Apoftles, 
or eye-witnefles, as we {hall fee. But how came thefe 
additions not to be “ drawn from the beft fources ?” 
The fuppofed firft Hebrew document with the fuppofed 
additions is otherwife defcribed by Dr. M. p. 206. “ In 
“ procefs of time, as new communications from the Apo* 
“ fries and other eye-witnefles brought to light either ad* 
“ ditional circumftances relative to tranfa&ions already 
“ recorded in it, or tranfactions which had been left 
' “ wholly unnoticed, thofe perfons* who pofiefied copies 
u of it added in their MSS. fuch additional circum- 
“ fiances and tranfa&ions; and thefe additions, in fubfe- 
“ quent copies, were inferted in the text.” If I am mif- 
taken, the reader of Dr. M/s work will decide; but if 
there are any better fources than Apofiles and eye-wit¬ 
nefles, our Saviour has left the momentous and awful 
feenes of his death and refurreition to be recorded by 
perfons ill qualified for the talk, or we have not the beft 
evidence of thefe fails; and our Saviour could not, as 
he declared, " bear witnefs of himfelf.” Thefe better 
fources would be likewife a lingular difeovery, even in 
this difeovering age. 

Dr. M. has not attributed to the Evangelift any extra-* 
ordinary merit in faying that he introduced nothing but 
what was confiftent with truth. To fay that an infpired 
writer tells truth, is not the moft extravagant flattery; 
nor is it the higheft office of infpiration to prevent the 
infertion of falfehood, or to watch over a perfon who 
might ignorantly or wilfully relate it for truth, unlefs he 
was thus watched. I do not ufually build arguments 
upon the fignifications of words, but I may remark, that 
the term 4<r<p«Xe<ay does not relate to truth as oppofed to 
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falfehood, but as certainty oppofed to doubt; and St. 
Luke’s Gofpel appears to poffefs the advantage of truth 
combined with the authority of the writer. The ac¬ 
counts of the 6 many’ had truth on their fide, but the 
writers appear to have wanted authority. 

Dr. M. appears to have expofed Chriftianity to many 
ferious objections, in his attempt to folve a few and un¬ 
important difficulties, which do not affeCt its truth. I 
can believe the accounts of the Evangelifts, upon the 
old grounds of belief 5 but if I did or could think that 
Dr* Marfh’s hypothefis had any foundation whatever, I 
would not cull an extract or two from St. Luke with 
Marcioti, but* I would rejeCt the entire hiftories of the 
Evangelifts. I conclude with the fentiments, which I 
had, in faft, anticipated, of the author of the pamphlet 
to which I have referred— 

“ I admit, then, of a common document, but that do- 
u cument vtras no other than the preaching of our Hefted 
** Lord himfelf,” p. 34. 
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TO 

THE PROBATIONARY DISCOURSE. 


To many readers the following notes will appear tedious $ 
and by thofe who hold the opinions of Dr. Milner , they 
will be thought to be fufficiently brief. The argument 
indeed might have been included in a few dedu 6 Hons 
from the Trials of the Confpirators; but I was willing 
to follow Dr. Milner through the Jirange confufon of 
hiftory and hypothefs, of hijlory perverted or mifunder^ 
flood, and of hypothefis licentious and contradiSlory. 
There are occafions 9 when the enquiry might have ab¬ 
ruptly concluded in the language of jiflifiable indigna¬ 
tion ; yet 9 to an adverfary, I might have appeared to 
Conceal ignorance in contempt , while on the other hand 
exprejffions of refpeSl, where none can be felt 9 argue an 
infincere or a timid opponent. I may obferve 9 that, as 
the objeSlions chiefly relate to fa 6 ls 9 the fubjoined reply 
frequently conffls fmply of a citation 9 and the reader 
himfelf is left in moft cafes to examine and to infer . 


Note (A), p. 281. 

This is an old accufation revived. It appears, but 
probably not for the firft time, in the Calendarium Ca* 
tholicum, publifhed in the year 1662. See the Pref. to 
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the book entitled a The Gunpowder Treafon,** repub* 
lifted by Bp. Barlow in 1679. Dr. Milner fays, “ I have 
<s proved, that this was an exprefs contrivance of the Se- 
u cretary of State.’* p. 346. See alfo pp. 267, 271, 278, 
283, 30a, of “ Letters to a Prebendary.** 1807. “This 
** account of the Powder Plot, which places it in fo dif- 
u ferent a light from that in which Dr. S. with the ge- 
“ nerality of other writers exhibit it, this gentleman has 
" not thought proper to conteft in a Angle particular.** 
p. 347. It is not my intention to permit an adverfary to 
deduce a furrender from filence on any particulars which 
I have the means of examining. 

I wift to apprize the reader, that I had not an oppor¬ 
tunity of referring to Foulis’s Hiftory of Romift Trea- 
fons, or to the works entitled “ The Gunpowder Trea- 
c< fon,** and " The Hiftory of the Gunpowder Treafon,** 
trH the Difcourfe was compofed and delivered* 

Note (B), p. 282. 

Dr. Milner profefles to colleft various proofs of the 
friendly difpofition of James towards the Catholics at 
tke time of his acce/fion , in order to ftew how much his 
opinions were fubfequently influenced by his minifter 
Cecil. But it muft be obferved, that thefe proofs are 
taken from political circumftances of various dates. 

1. The firft is, the conference with the French Envoy, 
the Archbiftop of Ambrun. The Englifh Catholics had 
been'treated with great feverity by James, and had ap¬ 
plied to the French Monarch to intercede in their fa¬ 
vour. The King of France, apprehending that they 
might prevent the Pope from granting the difpenfation 
neceflary for the'marriage of his daughter with a Pro- 
teftaht prhtbe; difpatched the 'Archbiftop of Ambruh as 
the‘mediator! Whatever fentiments James might ex- 
prefs in 1 this conference with the Archbiftop, we may 

c c 
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reafonably refer to the fame apprehenfion, which the 
King of France entertained refpe&ing the obftru&ion of 
the marriage. At any rate, they admit the fame inter¬ 
pretation as thofe articles, fo highly favourable to the 
Catholics, which were inferted in the treaty of marriage 
itfelf, and they were explained in the following manner, 
when the Marquis de Blainville remonftrated, and de¬ 
manded their execution. “ Mais qu’il plaife auffi an 
“ Roy Trefchreftien,.et a fes Miniftres, de fe reflbuvenir 
“ que les plus obligeans et exaftes termes et mots, com- 
“ pris es diftes articles, furent propofez de la part du 
" Roy Trefchreftien, feulement aux fins de donner au 
“ Pape telle fatisfa&ion que la Difpenfation s’en puit en- 
“ fuivre.” Rymer, tom. xviii. p. 224. We muft in the 
next place note that this conference took place in 1624! 

2. The letter of James to Clement VIII. was a forgery 
of Sir Edward Drummond, coufin of the Secretary El- 
phinfton Lord Balmerinoch, who was tried and con¬ 
demned upon his own confeffion, and afterwards par¬ 
doned. He was not charged with this offence till the 
year 1608. “ The Secretary was brought before the 

u council, and charged with the fault; which the Lords 
“ did aggravate in fuch manner, as they made the fame 
“ to be the ground of all the confpiracies devifed againft 
the King fince his coming into England, efpecially o£ 
“ the Powder Treafon. For the Papifts, faid they, find- 
“ ing themfelves difappointed of the hopes which that 
“ letter did give them, had taken the defperate courfe, 
“ which they followed to the endangering of his Ma- 
“ jefty’s perfon, pofterity, and whole eftates/’ P. 508. 
Spotfwood. It appears however what James’s fentiments 
were at this period, when the letter was fent. “ The 
« treatife” (Bellarmine’s, in which he charged James 
with inconftancy, objecting the letter to Clement) “ com- 
* ing to the King’s hands, and he falling upon that paf- 
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u fhge did prefeiitly conceive that he had been abufed by 
4i his Secretary, which he remembered had moved On a 
“ time for fuch a letter” P. 507. Spotfwood. The Se* 
cretary in his confeffion faid, u As he wifhed God to be 
" merciful to his foul in that great day, his Majefty was 
“ moft falfely and wrongfully charged with the writing 
“ of that letter to the Pope, and that he never could move 
“ him to confent thereto .” P. 511. Spotfwood, 

3. “ The Secretary of State, Cecil,” fays Dr. Miltier, 
" repeatedly aflured the Catholics, that the King would 
u fulfil his promifes of granting them liberty of con- 
“ fcience. He gave aflurances of the fame nature to the 
“ Spanifh ambaflador. The fubfequent event (hews, that 
u his intention in thus railing their hopes was to provoke 
“ their indignation, when they fhould find themfelves 
“ difappointed.” P. 265. I do not wifh to prefs the au¬ 
thor in this obfcure allufion to an hifrorical faft; but I 
mud enquire, when did Cecil give thefe aflurances to the 
Spanifh arfibaflador? I cannot difcover on what other 
occafion than the projefted marriage of Prince Henry 
with the Infanta, that he had any opportunity to intro¬ 
duce thefe aflurances, in his conferences with the Spanifh 
ambaflador. “ Cecil Earl of Salifbury, the great ftatef- 
u man of that time, purfued and drove the matter to that 
fC point, that the Duke of Lerma finding no evafion, dif- 
“ claimed the being of a marriage treaty. Nevertheiefs 
a the Spanifh ambaflador, to acquit himfelf to this (late, 
“ and to clear his own honefty, at a full council pro- 
€t duced his coinmiflion, together with his letters of in- 
(C flruftion given under the Duke’s hand.” Rufhworth, 
vol. i. p. 1. Cecil’s name is affixed to the treaty of peace 
concluded with Spain in 1604, but no mention is made 
of the Catholics in any of the articles. I cannot connect 
thefe aflurances of Cecil refpe&ing the Catholics with a 
“ fubfequent event” peculiarly unfavourable to them, 

c c 2 
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without fome violent derangement of the chronology of 
tjie biftory. Dr. M. is not therefore entitled to conduct* 
in this manner his review of James’s early opinions. 
u Such were the genuine fentiments and inclinations of 
“ this King, particularly when he JirJl fucceeded to the 
“ Ijingli/h crown” P. 266. The perfon who railed the 
hopes of the Catholics was not Cecil, but the prieft Wat- 
fon. “ Touching the firft, (Watfon,) no man can fpeak 
“ more foundly to the point than myfelf; for being fent 
“ into the prifon by the King to charge him with this 
“ falfe alarm only two days before his death, and upon 
“ his foul to prefs him in the prefence of God, and as he 
<( would anfwer it at another bar, to confefs diredJy, 
€t whether at either or both thefe times he had accefs 
“ unto his Majefty at Edinborough, his Majefly did give 
“ him any promij'e, hope, Or comfort of encouragement 
u to Catholics concerning toleration 5 he did there pro- 
“ teft, that he could never win one inch of ground, or 
“ draw the fmallefl comfort from the King in thofe de- 
w grees ; nor further than that he would have them ap- 
“ prehend, that as he was a ftranger to this flate, fo till 
“ he underflood in all points how thofe matters flood, 
“ he would not promife favour any way. He did con~ 
M fefe, that in very deed, to keep up the hearts of Ca- 
“ iholics in love and duty to the King, he had imparted 
H the King’s words to many in a better tune and a higher 
“ kind of .defcant, than his book of plain fong did di- 

“ rea.” 

“ For this he craved pardon of , the Sling in humble 
“ manner,—and feemed penitent as well for the horror 
“ of his crime, as for the fahehoods of hfs whifperings/' 
State Trials, voh i. p. 

Note (C), p. 289. 

I fhall Jn this.,p&ce, examine..^ 
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the Jefuits who were concerned in this cbnfpiracy. Tef- 
mond, or “ Greenway,” or Greenwell, as he is alfo 
Called, “ efcaped abroad; but his cafe was exactly the 
n fame with that of F. Garnet, who fuffered on this occa- 
“ fion, and was peculiarly hard. Thefe men were both 
& fucceffively cbnfulted as divines, and under confciehtious 
** fecrecy, concerning the lawfulnefs of the pldt, arid they 
u both ftrorigly Condemned it, intreating that infatuated 
0€ wretch to lay afide the thought of it/* P. 269. Note 

W- 

1. If Greenwell were firft acquainted with the corifpi- 
racy by the confeffion of Catefby, he maintained after¬ 
wards more intercourfe with the corifpirators thdn can 
be reconciled with any original difapprobation bf the 
defign. 

2 . They both ftrongly condemned it, inttCatirig thit 
ft infatuated wretch to lay afide the thought of it.” Green¬ 
well did not however condemn the plot, when it was d 
fecond time revealed to him in confidence by Catefby's 
man. Bates, who “ went to confeffion to the faid Tefmond 
u the Jefuit, and in confeffion told him, that he was to 
“ conceal a very dangerous piece of work that his matter 
H Catefby, and Thomas Winter, had imparted unto him, 
fi and faid he much feared the matter to be utterly un- 

* lawful, and therefore therein defired the counfel of the 

* Jefuit, and revealed unto him the whole intent drtd pur- 
Ci pofe of blowing up the Parliament-hpufe upon the firft 
** day of the aflembly. But the Jefuit, being a confeide* 
K rate therein before, refplved and encouraged him in the 
u aftion, and faid that he fhould he fecret in that which 
" his matter had imparted unto him, for that it wa^ a 
“ good Caufe. Adding moreover, that \i was not dan- 
H gerous unto hub, nor any offence to corideal ijt; and 
“ thereupon the Jefuit gave him abfolutidri, and Bates 

* received the facrament of him in the coiVipah'y of hia 

c 03 
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“ matter Robert Catefby, and Thomas Winter.’' State 
Trials, vol. i. p. 196. 

3. Nor was Garnet informed of the confpiracy through 
the means of confeflipn alone. “ For the main plot, he 
" confefled, that he was therewithal acquainted by Green- 
“ well particularly 5 and that Greenwell came perplexed 

unto him to open fomething, which Mr. Catefby with 
€i divers others intended: to whom he faid, he was content* 

“ ed to hear by him what it was, fo as he would not be 

acknown to Mr. Catefby, or to any other, that he was 
“ made privy to it. Whereupon Father Greenwell told 

him the whole plot, and all the particulars thereof 5 
“ with which he protefted, that he was very much dif* 

" tempered, and could never deep quietly afterwards, but 
" fometimes prayed to God that it fhould not take effect.” 
State Trials, vol. i. p. 215. It is evident that the know¬ 
ledge pf the confpiracy was not communicated under the 
feal of confeflion to Garnet; " nay himfelf (GreenwpU) 

“ hath clearly delivered under his hand , that the powder 
“ treafon was told him (Garnet) not as a fault, but by 
“ way of confultation and advice.” Vol. i. p. 317. So 
little reafon is there for Dr. Milner’s affertion, that u nei- 
u ther from the declarations of the confpirators, nor from 
u his own at his trial or his execution, could any evidence 
u be procured of his having any knowledge of the plot, 

“ except in the way of confeflion.” P. 273. note (j). The 
above declaration of Tefniond was cited at Garnet's trial. 

4, Jf Garnet condemned the plot to Catefby, and dif* * 
fuaded him from the profecution of it, he changed his 
opinion, fpr “ he had confejfed to the Lords, that he had 

" offered facrifice to God for ftay of that plot, unlefs it 
u were for the good of the Catholic caufe.” State Trials, 
vol. i, p. 215. Then Garnet began to ufe fome fpeeches, 

“ that he was not confenting to the powder treafon. 

" Whereupon the Earl of Salifbury fa*d ? Mr, Garnet, give 
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" me but one argument that you were not confenting to 
w it, that can hold in any indifferent man's ear or fenfe, 
" befides your bare negative. But Garnet replyed not.” 
State Trials, vol. i. p. 217. 

5. " Garnet, when he found that his arguments were 
“ ineffectual, by way of gaining time, and in the end 
“ defeating the villainy, begged of Catefby to fend a 
“ meflenger to confult the Pope concerning it; knowing 
“ well that the latter would never give his confent to fo 
“ diabolical an undertaking.” Milner, p. 275. note (1). 

" The Earl of Salisbury replyed to Garnet, I muff now 
“ remember you, how little any of your anfwers can 
“ make for your purpofe, when you would feek to co- 
“ lour your dealing with Baynham, by profefling to write 
" to Rome to procure a countermand of confpiracies, 
“ and yet you know when he took his journey towards 
“ Rome the blow mud have been pafled, before the time 
" that he could have arrived to the Pope’s prefence, (fuch 
“ being *your hafle and his zeal for any fuch prevention,) 
" as it was about the 20th of our O&ober, when he 
" pafled by Florence towards Rome. To which Garnet 
“ made no great anfwer and let it pafs.” State Trials, 
vol. i. p. 215. 

6. “ Father Garnet, whofe guilt was fuppofed to be 
" the deepeft in this bufinefs, was not indicted and exe- 
" cuted for having taken any part in the treafon , but 
" barely for having concealed his knowledge of it.” 
Milner, p. 273. The indi&ment is as follows: "The 
" faid Henry Garnet, Ofwald Tefmond, John Gerard and 
“ other Jefuits, did malicioufly, falfly, and traitoroufly 
" move and perfuade as well the faid Thomas Winter, 
" &c. &c. That our Sovereign Lord the King, the Non 
" bility, Clergy, and whole Commonalty of the Realna 
“ of England (Papifts excepted) were heretics, and that 
** all heretics were accurfed and excommunicate, &c. 

CC4 
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u To which traitorous perfuafions the faid Thomas Win- 
“ ter, &c. traitoroufly did yield their affent, And that 
“ thereupon the faid Henry Garnet (here follows the lift 
u of the Confpirators) traitoroufly amongft themfelves did 
“ conclude and agree with gunpowder, as it were with 
fC one blaft, fuddenly, traitoroufly, and barbaroufly to 
" blow up &c.” 

7. It is faid that he was “ feverely and repeatedly tor- 
u tured on the rack/’ p. 273. and that “ to make 
u appear diftra&ed at his trial, he was kept without fleep 
“ fix nights and days previous to it.” Milner, p. 374. 
“ We are told by a late confident author of their Qwn, 
“ that Garnet was kept waking fix days and nights toge- 
" ther, and that Hall was put to extreme torture for fif- 
“ teen hours fpace together in the Tower.” Hift. Miff. 
Anglic, p. 315, 334. But a greater than he, (Thuanus) 
one of their own perfuafion doth affure us, that “ die 
" King to avoid calumny did purpofely forbear spy thing 
“ of that kind of rigour.” Hiftoiy of the Gunpowder 
Plot. This account is well fupported by the State Trials. 
“ Of which impudent calumnies the ftate is fo tender, as 
u you do beft know, Mr. Garnet, that fince your appre* 
u henfion, even till this day , you have been as chriftianly, 
“ as courteoufly, and as carefully ufed, as ever man could 
“ be of any quality, or any profelfion 2 yea, it may truly 
“ be faid, that you have been as well attended for health 
« or otherwife as a nurfe-child. Is it true, or no ? faid 
« the Earl (of Salijlmry). It is moft true, my Lord, laid 
“ Garnet, I confefs it.” State Trials, vol. i. p. 216. “ Let 
« it not be forgotten, that this interlocution of your’s 
“ with Hall, overheard by others, appears tp be digitus 
“ Dei: for thereby had the Lords fome light and proof of 
“ matter againft you, which muft have been difcovered 
« otherwife by violence and coercion, a matter ordinary in 
« Other kingdoms, though now forborn here; but it is 
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u better as it Is for the honour of the ftate.” “ His Ma- 
" jefty and my Lords were well contented to draw all from 
“ you without racking, or any fuch bitter tormentp.” 
State Trials, vol. i. p. 216. I fhall here clofe this examina¬ 
tion with the teftimony of Lord Stafford, the vi&im of fac¬ 
tion, whofe trial no one can read without the deepeft for- 
row, and fcarcely without tears. “ My Lords, I have heard 
“ very much of a thing that was named by thefe gentle- 
f e men of the Houfe of Commons, and that very pro^ 
perly too, to wit, of the Gunpowder Treafon. My 
“ Lords, I was not born then, but fome years after I 
fc heard very much difcourfe about it, and very various 
“ reports; and I made a particular enquiry, perhaps more 
“ than any one perfon did elfe, both of my father, who 
“ was alive then, and my uncle, and others; and I am 
“ fatisfied, and do clearly believe, by the evidence I have 
“ received, that that thing called the Gunpowder Treafon 
“ was a wicked and horrid defign (among the reft) of 
“ the Jefuits.” “ Befides, my Lords, I was acquainted 
" with one of them that was concerned in it, who had 
" his pardon, and lived many years after. I difcourfed 
" with him about it, and he confeffed it, and faid he was 
“ forry for it then : and I here declare to your Lord- 
“ ihips, that I never heard any one of the Church qf 
(( Rome fpeak a good word of it; it was fo horrid a thing, 
“ that it cannot be expreffed or excufed.” State Trials, 
vol. ii. p. 620. We thus afcertain the reality of the plot, 
who were the authors of it, and what; were the fentiments 
which it excited in the honeft and worthy among the 
Catholics themfelves, 

t 

Note (D), p. 289. 

“ I fliall only obferve to you, that after the difcovery 
“ of this plot, the authors of it were not convinced of the 
“ evil, but forry for the mifcarriage of it. Sir £verar<l 
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M Digby, whofe very original papers and letters are now in 
“ my hands, after the was in prifon and knew be mud 
f‘ fiiffer, callsit' thei teft caufe ; and was extremely trou- 
41 b(led to bear: it cetlfured by Catholics and priefts, con- 
trary to his expe<Sbation,for a great fin : ‘ Let me tell 
te you, 9 fays he, ‘ what a grief it is to hear that fo much 
“ condemned, which I did believe would have been other- 
“ wife thought of by Catholics.’ And yet he concludes 
^dthatvietter with thefe words: * In how full joy (hould 
ffohtUe, if I could do any thing for the caufe, which I 
u love more than my life.* And in another letter he 
ffrfhysj c he could have faid fomething to have mitigated 
ft) the odium of this bufinefs, as to that point of involving 
Wtbbfe of his own religion in the common ruin: 1 1 dare 
5 c boty iays he, ‘taketh&t courfe that I could, to make 
ffrit ^appear t left odious; for divers were to have been 
¥rKfcolight out of' danger, who now would rather hurt 
¥ tl^xJtherwifei' I do not think there would have been 
Ibtharee/vroith theifkving, that (hould have been loft/ And 
io theTteffy that Were to have been fwallowed up in 
^thatlddbuftfotti he (eems not to have the lead relenting 
mifcfl abdutthem; All doubts he feems to have 
looked? upon is i temptations; and entreats his friends, 
^f(tocf)ihyifo^ the'patiidoning of his not fufficient driving 
*h^ainft\<tefopfa^^ this bufinefs was undertook.” 

iaSttotfoa’d Sertnon on the fifth of November, 1678. 
jr Ji (ball coritraft this extraft with one from Dr. Milner, 
Letter to a Prebendary, p. 268, 269. " Amongft thefe 
f 1 . (the fixteen perfons accufed) it does not appear, that 
? more than feven individuals were acquainted with the 
“ word partjof it; the reft being only concerned in the 
fcheme of an infurre&ion, .or barely knowing it, as a 
66 cpnfcientious feqret, which they ufed every means in their 
“ power todifcourage and prevent .” Of thefe feven. Sir 
Everard Digby is faid by Dr, M, on the authority of 
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Stow’s Continuat. and Patinfon, u to have pleaded guilty 
to his indifihnent, and to have fuffered death with great 
u compunction ; declaring at the fame time , that he was 
“ not let into the whole foulnefs of the plot; which if he 
i€ had known 9 he would not have concealed it to gain the 
“ whole world” 

Note (E), p. 295. 

We are to return to the evidence that Cecil was the 
principal perfon concerned in the invention and direction 
of this plot. 

1. “ Cecil did not carry on his fchemes fo fecretly, but 
€€ that fome of his own domeftics got a general notion of 
u them. Accordingly, one of them advifed a Catholic 
“ friend of his, of the name of Buck, to be upon his 
“ guard, as fome great mifchief was in the forge againft 
thofe of his religion. This was faid two months before 
<( the difclofure of the powder plot.” Milner, p. 275. I 
can confider this merely as an indication of a want of 
other evidence, and fhall not think it neceflary to fay 
more of it, than that “ the general notion” of the do- 
meftic mu# have been more minute than Dr. Milner's 
liypothefis allows; which implies, that as fome great 
mifchief was in the forge, he mu# have defcribed by its 
magnitude the Powder Plot; that although it was often- 
fibly directed againft the Proteftants, yet that his mafter 
was able to controul the aCtors in this confpiracy; that 
he did not intend that it *ftiould take effeft, and that it 
was folely a pretext for fome fevere treatment of the Ca¬ 
tholics, and that therefore this perfon was to be upon his 
guard. If he referred to the Powder Plot in his advice, 
he mu# have known all this. Thefe are two many par¬ 
ticulars to conftitute ** a general notion,” whilft the cold- 
nefs of the caution betrays the want of precife infor¬ 
mation. The fa£t is, he alluded to other circumftances. 
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2 . “ Certain it is, that thefe reafons have had equal 
u weight with many intelligent Proteftants, as with Ca- 
“ tholics. One of them calls it ‘ a neat device of the Se- 

cretary. ,, Oiborne's Memoirs of James I. p. $75. I am 
of opinion that the writer here cited fays no foeh thing. 
He is fpeaking of the difcovery of the plot. “ The dif- 
“ covery appeared no lefs admirable than the treafon, to 
“ fuch as took the printed account for authentic, that a 
" letter was fent to the Lord Morley, and from him to 
" his Majefty, &c. A neat device of the Treafurer’s to 
u fetch him in, to whofe eftate, or perfon, if not both, he 
“ had a quarrel* He being very plentiful in fuch plots, 
■“ writing a book, a little after, wherein to magnifie his 
“ zeal to religion and the liate, he publifhed a libel, 
66 where they threaten to kill him, with a well penn’d 
“ anfwer, both thought to fmell of the fame ink.” Of- 
borne’s Memoirs of James I. vol. ii. p. 117. 

3. The Earl of Salisbury is fufpe&ed of having written 
the letter to Lord Monteagle, becaufe w he* had been 
“ trained up by his father Lord Burghley and his cob 
u leagues in the arts of counterfeiting letters, and pri- 
“ vately conveying them to Catholics, and of employing 
u fecret emiflaries to draw them into dangerous prac- 
“ tifes and we are required tp “ obferve that.Babington 
“ was firft drawn into the plot, for which he fufiered, by 
“ fuch a letter delivered to him- by an unknown perfon/ 1 
Milner, p. 276. note 3, 

1. The author of the letter to Lord Monteagle was 
concealed. 2. The hand writing was unknown. 3. Its 
purport was to declare the fudden approach of the Cftta^ 
ftrophe of a conlpiracy, and does not feem to be calculated 
to enfnare others for this reafpn ; that as the plot was fo 
far advanced, it was implied, that a fufficient number of 
perfons was already employed to execute it. 4. The au* 
thor of the letter to Babington was tjie Queen of Scots; 
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5. It was written in a cypher familiar to Babington. 

6. The objeft of it was to engage Babington to efpoufe 

her party, and to manage a priva^ <x>rre(^>ondence to'ad¬ 
vance her interefts. 7. The two cafes'agree in this cir- 
cumftance only, that die letterswere delivered by an un¬ 
known perfon. 8. Babington afcribed, in his confoflkkl, 
the origin of his confpiracy not to the letter above men¬ 
tioned, but to Ballard the prieft. State Trials, vo).?, 
p. 106. n ‘ 

4. There ftill remains another fuppofition not left lkeit- 
tious than the reft, to try the patience without exercifing 
the mind. “ He (Trefliam) was well acquainted^ ^vidi 
u Cecil, and is known to have had fame commamoaikMS 
“ with him concerning the aflairs of Catholics. Trfcft&rii 
“ was upon fuch terms with Cecil, that he had acoefo to 
" him at all hours, not only of; the day, but alfo 6lNh£ 
" night. Goodman Bifliop of Gloucefter* quoted by^Fbtii 
“ lis in his Popiih Treafons, exprefilyfays^tMt Tteflfem 
€t wrote the letter to Lord Monteaglei vl If ; lo, tfeinittit 
“ be queftioned, who di&ated it;P NdtO/ io p. ^8i mj As 
Dr. Milner afliimes, that this obfbure* letter was offtttdi a 
kind as to inveigle other Catholics to join 4h<& dbhibi- 
rators, it is of importance to eonje£tar$u 4 f 6 ‘^ 
been the author of it. But how to Was td ^toduc^this 
effect, is ftill more difficult to conceive. ’ ft is defiderit'^in 
every chara&eriftic of an invitatory J nature? : 1 It ‘‘rifelfHer 
allures, nor folicits, nor exhorts, nor convenes the votaries 
of CathoUcifm. If the object of Cecil' were to • a en- 
“ tangle” “ perfons of that rank, as he might find ft expe- 
“ cLient,’* p. 379. thus letter is a Angular inftance of a 
man hairing fo far mifunderftood the means of efle&irig 
this,a* not to fuggeft any topic, which could influence 
the,mind in that manner. This contrariety between t tit 
fuppo fad object of the writer* and the letter itfelf, muft, 
where we have no faflfes, fatisfy an enquirer of the futility 
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of the hypothefis. That Cecil fliould delay the develop 3 
ment of the plot that it might “ run to foil ripenefs,” and 
to fee whether any other nobleman would receive fimilar 
advertifement, was conduct both prudent and natural; 
but to interpret Cecil's words, as if it were “to allow 
“ him time to fend frejh letters to perfons of that rank 
u (whom mod of all he wifhed to entangle) if he found it 
“expedient,” p. 379.is quite unneceflary,unlefsthe“ frelh 
“ letters” were very different from the fpecimen fent to 
Lord Monteagle. 

5. “ Treiham it feems died of poifon,” Dr. Milner fays, 
“ before any trial or examination of him took place.” 
Wood’s account is this"] “ He was taken and committed 
“ prifoner to the Tower of London, where he died of the 
“ ftrangury, fay fome, others, that he murthered himfelf: 
“ yet a venerable author tells us, that he being fick in the 
“ Tower, Dr. Will. Butler, the great Phyfician of Cam* 
“ bridge, coming , to vifit him as his faftiion was, gave 
“ him a piece of very pure gold to put in his mouth; and 
“ upon taking out of that gold, Butler jaid he was poi- 
“Joved' 9 Athen. Oxon. vol. i. p. 283. 

. Was it incumbent upon Cecil to procure Trefham to 
be poifoned, in order to conceal the author of the letter 
to Lord Monteagle ? 


\ 


Note (F), p. 298. 



“ I have alfo a fufficiently high opinion of the fincerity 
of the King of England in the profeflion, which he 
makes of the Catholic Religion, to induce me to believe 
he will employ all his authority to eftablifh its free ex- 
ercife, without it being necefiary to excite him to it by 
a premature advance of money, and which ought not to 
be employed if the Parliament grant him the revenues 
enjoyed by the late King, and confentalfo to theeflablifh* 
merit of the free exercife of our religion.” P. 67. The 
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King to Barillon. Speaking of a certain fum of money, 

“ which I with you to preferve only to be difpofed of in 
“ the event of the King of England not being able to ob- 
“ tain from his Parliament a continuation of the revenues, 

“ or on his finding fuch obftacles to the eftablifhinent of 
“ the Catholic Religion, as may compel him to diffolve it, J 
and employ his authority and arms to bring his fubjefts '* 
“ to reafon.” P. 67, 68. The King to Barillon. " He (the 1 
“ Earl of Sunderland) will in future enjoy a large lhare 
“ of his matter's confidence, fhould his union with your 
“ Majefty continue, and he perfevere in his defign of 
“ eftablifhing the Catholic Religion/ 9 P. 71. Barillon to 
the King. “ So that, after having given proofs of my zeal 
“ for the re-ejlablijbment of the Catholic Religion in 
“ England, and of my friendfhip towards this Prince, by 
“ the fuccours I am at this time tranfmitting to you, I 
“ may not, in the event of his entertaining Snifter inten- 
“ tions, contribute further towards placing him in a con- 
" dition to aft contrary to whatever I could defire. 9 * 
P. 84. Extraft of a letter from the King to Barillon. “ As 
(C I find with pleafure, that the Englifh Parliament con- 
“ tributes liberally to all his Majefly’s wants, and that he 
“ will meet with no obftacles to the re-ejlabliftiment of 
“ the Catholic Religion, when he fhall undertake it after 
u the difperfion of the remains of the rebels; I have 
“ thought proper to recall the fums, which have been 
“ tranfmitted to you for the purpofe of fupporting, in 
“ cafe of need, the defigns this prince might have in fa- 
“ vomr of our religion. ,, P. 98. The King to Barillon. 
u This minifter (Lord Sunderland) faid to me, ‘ I know 
“ not whether things are feen in France as they are here; 
“ but I defy any one, who views them clofely, not to 
“ know, that the King my matter has nothing more at 
“ heart, than a defire to eftablifh the Catholic Relb 
“ gkra . 9 
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“ I fee clearly the apprehension entertained by many 
" people of a connexion with France, and the efforts that 
“ will be made to weaken it: but no one will be able to: 
“ do it, unlefs there be a with for it in France: this is a 
“ matter upon which you muft diftindUy explain yourfelf, 
** and fliew that the Kipg your mafter wiibes fincerely to 
“ affift the King of England, in permanently eftablifhing 
“ the Roman Catholic. Religion-’ 1 F» 104. Barillon to the 
King, and p, 50$, toy, 114. 

I would only remark, that much more than even an 
univerfel toleration was intimated by, the expgreflions of 
the King to Barillon, who does not ufe the Ample term 
eftablilhment, but the re-eftabliOiment of the Catholic Rer 
ligion—r^tabliffement de la Religion Cathojique. See 
p. 88, and iQ*. of the French Appendix. This word can¬ 
not be reduced to the. meaning of a toleration .of: any ex¬ 
tent. 


FINIS. 

1 


ERRATA AND CORRECTIONS. 

Page 153. line 19 .for ** initiation” read “ imitation” 
Page 192. line. 10. for €€ fcriptural” read i( critical” 
Page *37* line 2. dele from “ and” to “ Christ.” 

Page 240. line 24. dele u and irregular” 

Page z*j6. line 4 , for “ Cuis” read^ 

Page 304, line 5. dele " a” 
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